
ATTACHMENT B 
 

15164 REVISED ADDENDUM FOR THE MIRAMAR BEACH RESORT  AND BUNGALOWS 
PROJECT 

September 25, 2008 
 
CEQA section 15164 (Addendum) applies to Caruso BSC Miramar LLC’s proposed Miramar Beach 
Resort and Bungalows Project, Case Nos. 07RVP-00000-00009, 07CUP-00000-00045, 07CUP-00000-
00046, 07CUP-00000-00047, and 08CUP-00000-00005 (Caruso Plan).  CEQA section 15164 allows an 
addendum to be prepared when only minor technical changes or changes which do not create new 
significant impacts would result.  An Addendum dated April 1, 2008 and revised September 25, 2008, to 
the Final Negative Declaration 00-ND-03 dated May 3, 2000, prepared for the former owner’s (Ian 
Schrager) approved renovation of the Miramar Hotel under case nos. 99-DP-001, 99-CP-002, and 00-
CP-032 , was prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15162.  That addendum is further amended by this 
15164 letter for additional changes to proposed Case Nos. 07RVP-00000-00009, 07CUP-00000-00045, 
07CUP-00000-00046, 07CUP-00000-00047, and 08CUP-00000-00005. 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires analysis of environmental impacts which 
could occur as a result of project development.  For the proposed revisions to the approved project, an 
Addendum to the previously adopted negative declaration (00-ND-003) for the approved plan can be 
prepared if the following applicable provisions of Section 15164 CEQA Guidelines can be met: 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 
changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 
for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

and 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 
should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency’s findings on the project, or 
elsewhere in the record.  The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

An addendum has been prepared to reflect technical changes and additions from the approved Schrager 
Plan to the proposed Caruso Plan (proposed project); none of the applicable conditions of Section 15162 
calling for a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred, as indicated by the County analysis 
and determination provided below. Specifically, under Section 15162(a), Subsequent EIRs, of the CEQA 
Guidelines states: 

(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for the project, no subsequent 
EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of 
substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following: 

 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects; 
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(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative 
Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

 
(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 

been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was 
certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the 
following: 

 
(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous 

EIR or negative declaration; 
(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 

shown in the previous EIR;  
(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in 

fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of 
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative; or 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative. 

There are no substantial changes or changed circumstances under which the proposed project is to be 
undertaken. No new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects under the approved 00-ND-003 have been found with the 
proposed project, as analyzed in the following Addendum ND. Further, there is no new information that 
the proposed project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the approved 00-ND-003, 
with the exception of impacts to Historical Resources, the subject of a Subsequent EIR, 08-EIR-00003. 

Each environmental impact section below addresses the previously proposed project changes in 
relationship to the approved plan, including reference to the previously adopted impact determination, 
and provides the analysis for the Addendum ND. In addition, each section addresses changes made  
during the October 8, 2008 Montecito Planning Commission hearing; 
 

·    The project was revised to include 192 rooms, down from the 209 rooms that were 
previously included with the proposed Caruso plan.  

 
·  The height of the single-story portions of the Main Building adjacent to Jameson Lane has 

been reduced by approximately 1 foot 6 inches. This reduction is a result of an 8 inch 
reduction in the plate height of parking level P1 and a 10 inch reduction in plate height of 
parking level P2. The plate heights of the single-story portions of the structure were not 
reduced (refer to plan sheets A0.20, A0.21 and A5.01-M through A5.04-M.  
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·  The height of the two-story portions of the Main Building has been reduced between 
approximately 2 and 4 feet, depending upon where the measurement is taken. The reduction 
in the two-story portions of the Main Building is the result of the previously described 
parking level plate height reductions, in conjunction with a reduction to the plate heights of 
the first floor by 6 inches, reduction of the second floor plate heights by 1 foot and 
alteration of the height of the mechanical wells on the roof to reduce the structure by an 
additional 1 foot. These changes are illustrated on Main Building section sheet A6.03, 
height table sheet A0.20, height calculation site plan sheet A0.21 and elevation sheets 
A5.01-M through A5.04-M.  

 
·  A sidewalk and landscaping have been added outside of the sound wall along South 

Jameson Lane in the area of the public parking stalls. This has been accomplished by 
reducing the size of the parking stalls from 20 feet to 16.5 feet long.  

 
·  The Ballroom Building has been adjusted so that it is located outside the setback along 

South Jameson Lane through removal of an exterior covered walkway, removal of an 
interior service corridor and reconfiguration of the employee locker room. The employee 
housing units located on the second floor have also been slightly reconfigured to observe 
the setback. The Main Building remains within the setback along South Jameson Lane 
(refer to plan sheet A0.10) but has been reduced to one story in that location. 

 
·  Building No. 44 along South Jameson Lane has been pushed back approximately 2 feet, six 

inches to 10 feet, eight inches to relocate the structure outside the setback. 
 

·  The setback along the western property line near All Saints by the Sea Church and 
preschool has been increased from 8 feet to 15 feet. 

 
·  The previously proposed two-story Building No. 43 (containing 24 rooms total) has been 

broken into two single-story cottages, now labeled as Building No’s. 42 and 43 (containing 
6 rooms each), bringing the total guest room count down 12 rooms to 192 total guest rooms 
from 204 (refer to sheet A1.03). 

 
·  The proposal for tennis court lighting has been removed from the project description. 

 
·  Best efforts will be made to collect all rainwater and roof runoff to be reused for 

landscaping, if feasible. 
 

Impact sections that have been revised below have been updated (with strikeout/underline) to reflect the 
current 192 room count as well as the other changes made by the applicant identified above. Impact 
sections that have not been revised below were analyzed for 209 rooms, smaller setbacks, greater two 
story elements, higher roof lines, and the absence of a sidewalk and landscaping along Jameson Avenue 
and as such, quantitative impacts discussed in these sections would be reduced proportionately. The 
most recent changes are reflected in the comparison below. All documents incorporated into this 
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Addendum by reference are on file with P&D and are available upon request.  They are also available on 
line at http://sbcountyplanning.org/projects/07DVP-00017/index.cfm.  
 
 
1. AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
 
The Schrager Plan (approved plan) included reuse of the existing cottages and lanai buildings in situ and 
construction of new buildings (a new lobby, eight new guest rooms, and a new two story banquet hall 
with subterranean parking) along the South Jameson Lane frontage in the eastern portion of the site.  The 
approved plan also included construction of a new 10 foot high sound barrier/hedgerow along the entire 
frontage of South Jameson Lane and construction of a new two level parking garage immediately south 
of the approved banquet hall.  Some of the approved plan’s new structures would have been more visible 
than the then existing structures from public roadways and neighboring properties, while other elements 
of the approved plan, such as the increased setback of the lobby building, would have improved public 
views to the ocean and mountains.  00-ND-003 assessed the visual impacts associated with the approved 
plan specific to aesthetics of the proposed building and landscaping, visual character and relationship to 
the surrounding neighborhood, the public views to and from the site, nighttime lighting and site signage. 
 The ND found potentially significant and mitigable impacts associated with changes to the visual 
character of an area, visually incompatible structures, obstruction of scenic views and glare or night 
lighting which may affect adjoining areas. 
 
The Caruso plan (proposed project) includes demolition of all structures on the property, grading of the 
property and construction of new resort buildings and bungalows.  Similar to the approved plan, the 
larger buildings would be located along the South Jameson Lane frontage on the easterly portion of the 
site and a sound wall would be constructed along the frontage.  Dissimilar to the approved plan, the 
sound wall would end at the entry drive into the site and a view corridor into the site would be made 
available for a length of approximately 290 feet to the western edge of the proposed new Main Building 
interrupted only by wing walls adjacent to the entry drive; additionally, the proposed new main building 
and ballroom would be taller than the approved lobby and banquet hall.  Finally, the proposed project 
would situate the larger buildings closer to the South Jameson Lane frontage than the approved plan.  
The following table summarizes the distinctions between the approved and proposed projects. 
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Comparison of the Proposed Project with the Approved Plan 
 
Project Component Approved Plan under  99-DP-001 

/99-CP-002/00-CP-0322 
Proposed Project 

STRUCTURAL 
DEVELOPMENT (EXCLUDING 
PAVING) 
(NET FLOOR AREAS IN 
SQUARE FEET [SF]) 

  

Ballroom/Employee Dwellings 
(or Banquet Hall/Parking Structure 
under Schrager Plan) 

13,805 SF  13,590 SF1 

Main Building/Restaurant 
(or Lobby under Schrager Plan)  

6,076 SF 26,756 SF1 

Pool Bar/Restaurant  
(or Restaurant under Schrager Plan) 

12,080 SF 809 SF1 

Beach Bar 1,033 SF Square footage included in 
Oceanfront Building 02 

Spa 8,334 SF 7,270 SF 
Beach and Tennis Club included in Spa 1,482 SF 
Retail 896 SF  (new tennis shop) 4,978 SF1 
Guestrooms  
(& employee housing in Schrager 
Plan) 

92,583 SF 109,964 SF 

Misc. Buildings  6,133 SF None 
Total Net Floor Area  137,711 SF  

(=140,940 SF - 3,229 SF basement 
area used for storage) 

164,849 SF  
(+27,138 SF than Schrager Plan) 

Total Net Lot Area  568,304 SF (13.05 acres) 686,977 SF (15.77 acres) 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)3 0.242 0.2399 
Existing Net Floor Area  127,827 SF 97,382 SF  

(diner, lobby, convention center 
already demolished) 

Net Floor Area to be Demolished 34,603 SF 97,382 SF 
(+62,779 SF than Schrager Plan) 

New Net Floor Area to be 
Constructed (not counting 
renovation of existing structures) 

46,979 SF 164,849 SF 
(+117,870 SF than Schrager Plan)  
 

Height modifications requested None Main Building, Ballroom, Beach 
and Tennis Club 
(see project description for details) 
 

                     
1 These square footages reflect the currently proposed project. The strikeout represents a previous Caruso project square 
footage prior to the July 16, 2008 MPC hearing when 209 rooms were proposed.   
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Project Component Approved Plan under  

99-DP-001/99-CP-002/ 
00-CP-0322 

Proposed Project 

Setback modifications requested Encroachments into all setbacks 
except for eastern side yard 
setbacks.   
West:  All guestrooms encroach 
approximately 45’ into the required 
50’ setback from the property line at 
the Church.   
East:  All setbacks are met. 
North:  Lanai A, the eight new 
cottages and the banquet hall 
encroach 10’ into the required 50’ 
from the centerline of South 
Jameson. 
South: The Studio, Grey, Palomita 
and Bamboo cottages encroach up 
to 15 feet into the required 20’ 
setback from the Miramar Avenue 
right of way, oceanfront guestroom 
encroach <10’ into the 10’ setback 
from the UPRR property line.  

Same as Schrager Plan 
West:  All guestrooms encroach 
approx. 35’ into the 50’ setback 
from the property line; Spa 
encroaches approx. 10’ into the 50’ 
setback from the centerline of 
Eucalyptus 
East:  All setbacks are met 
North:  Main Bldg. encroaches 
approx. 10’ into 20’ setback from 
the property line & 20’ into 50’ 
setback from the centerline of South 
Jameson; spa building encroaches 
approx. 10’ into 50’ setback from 
centerline of South Jameson 
South:  Guestrooms along east-west 
segment of Miramar Avenue 
encroach up to 50’ into the 50’ 
setback from the property line and 
30’ into the 50’ setback from the 
centerline of Miramar Ave.; 
Oceanfront guestrooms encroach 
<10’ into the 10’ setback from the 
UPRR property line. 

Parking Modifications requested To allow parking to be 183 spaces 
short of ordinance requirements for 
a total of 413 spaces plus 28 
overflow in one tennis court. 

To allow parking to be 88 spaces 
short of ordinance requirements for 
a total of 551 spaces. 

SITE IMPROVEMENTS   
Utilities replaced Replace electrical lines; use of 

existing water well for landscape 
irrigation 

Replace sewer, water, & electrical 
lines. 

Repairs to seawall proposed No Yes 
Lighting No night lighting of tennis courts or 

of the beach or boardwalk. 
Night lighting of the boardwalk. 

Tree removal or relocation  Removed:   
1 sycamore  & 189 non-natives 
Relocated:   
3 coast live oaks  and 55 non-
natives 
Total:   
4 natives & 244 non-natives 

Removed:   
40 non-natives 
Relocated:   
3 sycamores, 9 oak, & 41 non-
natives 
Total:   
12 natives & 81 non-natives 

Landscaping (acres) 6.13 5.33 
Paving (acres) 2.028  

(1.57 acres for the project +0.458 
5.79 
(1.78 acres + 4.01 acres of 
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acre of paving associated with the 
north-south segment of Miramar 
Avenue still present) 

hardscape such as pathways) 

Grading 10,000 cy of cut; 6,000 cy of fill; & 
4,000 cy of export 

36,300 cy of cut; 46,100 cy of fill; 
& 10,000 cy of import 

Notes: 
2.  The Approved Schrager Plan (Case Nos. 99-DP-001/99-CP-002/00-CP-032) was amended twice under Case Nos. 99-DP-001 
AM01/99-CP-002 AM01 (00-CP-032 unchanged) (in July 2000) and 02AMD-00000-00007/02AMD-00000-00008/02CUP-
00000-00030 (in July 2002).  These amendments both resulted in reductions in the project and/or changes that resulted in a 
negligible change in environmental impacts.  Therefore, the baseline for the environmental impact analysis of the Caruso Plan is 
based on a comparison against the worst-case Approved Plan under the original case nos. 99-DP-001/99-CP-002/00-CP-032. 
3.  Floor Area Ratio = Net Floor Area/Net Lot Area 
 
VISUAL CHARACTER AND PUBLIC VIEWS 
 
Specific to visual character and public views, 00-ND-003 identified several impacts that remain relevant 
to the site today and the project changes proposed under the proposed project: 

 
·  Views toward the ocean from South Jameson Lane would remain essentially the same as exist 

today (i.e., mostly obscured by structures and landscaping).  Although the new lobby and 
promenade of the approved plan would have provided a wider, more direct view of the ocean 
once the viewer was inside the property, views into the site from South Jameson Lane would be 
partially blocked by the new guestrooms and soundwall.   

 
·  Features of the approved plan that would have improved scenic views to and from the site include 

increased and enhanced landscaping, removal of asphalt parking areas, undergrounding of utility 
lines on portions of the site where the lines conflict with new construction. 

 
·  Overall, the approved plan would have added bulk to the South Jameson Lane frontage, which 

would have resulted in a significant change to the visual character of this portion of the roadway. 
This would have had the effect of making the approved plan appear to be a more intensive use of 
the site than it is today.  Within the site, the appearance of the hotel grounds would have been 
improved with the removal of much of the existing asphalt and substantial new landscaping. 

 
To address these impacts, the approved plan included the following measures to mitigate potential 
aesthetic impacts to a less than significant level and ensure consistency with MCP policies:  1) 
landscaping shall be compatible with the character of the surroundings and the architectural style of 
development on the site and shall be maintained throughout the life of the project; 2) the approved plan 
included mitigation requiring the applicant to provide landscape and maintenance performance 
securities; and 3) the design, scale, and character of the approved project architecture and landscaping 
shall be compatible with development in the vicinity and the applicant shall submit the Landscape Plan 
and final architectural drawings of the approved project for review and approval by the Montecito Board 
of Architectural Review. 
 
As with the approved project, the proposed project includes building mass along South Jameson Lane 
and allows some limited views into the site as shown in the project elevation on Sheet A5.50. Refer to 
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Attachment 1 for photographs of the proposed project’s story poles (staking and flagging of the highest 
ridgelines) from December 14 to 17, 2007. As noted above, the proposed main building and ballroom 
would be taller than the approved lobby and banquet hall.  However, the County’s methodology for 
measuring height has changed since approval of the Schrager Plan.  At the time the approved project was 
assessed, height was measured from finished grade to the midpoint of the highest roof of a given 
building.  Today, the County measures height from existing grade to the peak of a given building.  Were 
height today measured the same as height was measured at the time of approval of the Schrager Plan, the 
proposed buildings would be nominally lower in height than the approved.  Rather than measuring 35.2’ 
average above finished grade as is the case with the approved banquet hall, the proposed new main 
building and ballroom would measure approximately 28.6’ above finished grade.  However, because 
height is now measured from existing grade and the proposed main and ballroom buildings are to be 
constructed over an underground garage with landscaped fill material banked up against the building as 
finished grade, the ballroom and main building measure 41’ and 47’ in height respectively.  
Additionally, while the proposed new main building and ballroom would be located closer to South 
Jameson Lane than the approved buildings, the taller elements would be set back approximately 75 feet 
from and oriented perpendicular to South Jameson Lane lessening their visual impact. Finally, 
stylistically, the approved and proposed buildings differ from each other in that the approved buildings 
were designed with a low profile board and batten style in order to harmonize with existing cottages 
(proposed to remain under the approved plan) while the proposed design would include all new 
buildings and would adopt a more grand aesthetic style throughout the site. 
 
As a result and similar to the approved project, new structures would represent a potentially significant 
change to the appearance of the hotel from South Jameson Lane and could potentially result in structures 
being visually incompatible with the surrounding built environment. Of importance is the Montecito 
BAR’s positive conceptual review of the project (December 17, 2007).  Specifically, the MBAR opined 
that the proposed project, even given the reduced front yard setbacks, increased heights and grand style 
would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and, while different from the approved project, 
was appropriate to the area.  However, during the hearing of August 28, 2008, the MPC determined that 
while the size, bulk and scale of the proposed project would be compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood, the current design and style of the architecture did not meet the definition of “Cottage 
Type Hotel”. The MPC then directed the project back to the MBAR, to review the preliminary and final 
design, with specific direction to ensure that the design would be consistent with the definition of “Cottage 
Type Hotel” as refined by the MPC as follows:   
 
A "Cottage-Type" hotel is a collection of one and two story-building structures that vary in size and 
orientation. Placement and scale of buildings should be in a garden type setting with large canopy trees. 
Site should be pedestrian friendly. 
 
"Cottage-Type" hotel buildings refer to a quaint architectural style and can be California Cottage and 
Bungalow or an architectural style reflecting the historical regional California coast. Architectural 
vernacular should incorporate low-sloped roofs with gables and/or hips, residentially scaled plate 
heights, overhangs and eaves; casement, double-hung or fixed windows or French doors with divided 
lights, porches and/or trellis; exterior walls of masonry, plaster, stone an/or wood siding (or other 
simulated materials). 
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As a result, impact assessment associated with changes to the appearance of the proposed hotel, with 
respect to a change to the visual character of the area, consistency of project architecture with the 
“Cottage Type Hotel” tradition, and potentially visually incompatible structures, would not constitute a 
substantial increase in severity over impacts associated with the approved project.  Additionally, similar 
to the approved project, the proposed project streetscape landscaping would soften and improve the 
aesthetics of the project as seen from South Jameson Lane mitigating the changes to the visual character 
of the area. 
 
While retaining the proposed underground parking lot, since the time of the conceptual MBAR review, 
the applicant revised the height of the Main Building along the frontage and modified the sound wall and 
landscaping plan in response to the Montecito Planning Commission’s Concept Review on January 16, 
2008 for increased articulation. Specifically, the Main Building was reduced by 3.5 feet. Additionally, 
the solid 10-foot high sound wall running along the front property line was broken into two segments, 
allowing for a low 9 -foot high landscape berm with associated landscape trees and shrubs. In response 
to the Montecito Planning Commission comments made during the July 16, and August 6, 2008 
hearings, the applicant reduced the Spa Building from two stories to one with a height of 14.6 feet and 
further reduced the Main Building in height by an additional 4 feet and locating all two-story elements of 
the structure out of the setback. Also, in response to comments made during the hearing, the Ballroom 
Building was relocated out of the front yard setback. These proposed project changes would soften the 
views of the resort frontage as viewed along South Jameson Lane and Highway 101.  In order to respond 
to Montecito Planning Commission comments regarding massing along the western property line, (All 
Saints by the Sea), Building No. 43 was broken up into two smaller buildings, was reduced from two 
stories to one and would now have a height of 17.8 feet. The design modifications together with 
mitigations imposed on the approved project would mitigate impacts associated with the change to the 
visual character of the area such that there would be no substantial increase in the severity of impacts. 
 
00-ND-003 identified potentially significant impacts associated with blockage of public views through 
construction of the hotel complex.  Mitigating factors designed into the approved plan included glass 
view openings in the South Jameson Lane soundwall and elimination of one oceanfront building, thereby 
opening up the beach view northward into the resort grounds and beyond to the Santa Ynez Mountains.  
Similar to the approved plan, the proposed project would continue to block public views from North 
Jameson Lane to the ocean with the exception of a 290’ opening between the eastern edge of the 
soundwall and the westernmost corner of the Main building.  Additionally, there remains a 42’ wide gap 
at the private roadway into the site (between the Main Building and the Ballroom).  These view corridors 
would provide mitigation similar to the approved plan, allowing for more public views south to the 
ocean from S. Jameson Lane than were provided by the original Miramar hotel.   Additionally, and 
similar to the approved plan, the proposed project includes a 35-foot wide opening between the 
Oceanfront Building 02 and the proposed Oceanfront Building 01.  As a result, impacts from the 
proposed project associated with blockage of public views both south to the ocean and north to the 
mountains would not be substantially more severe than impacts assessed in association with the 
approved plan in this regard. 
 
While the approved plan scope has changed through the elements listed above, the impacts to visual 
character, South Jameson Lane frontage massing, and public views previously assessed would remain 
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essentially the same as identified in 00-ND-003. With these changes under the proposed project 
description, the previous 3 mitigation measures of the approved project remain applicable to ensure the 
visual impacts of the proposed project remain less than significant.  
 
GRADING 
 
Grading for the proposed project would essentially level the existing rolling site topography starting at 
the western portion of the property with four feet of cut and ending in 13 feet of fill at the eastern end of 
the property supported by a series of engineered stepped retaining walls.  Unlike the approved plan, the 
proposed project would alter the site topography such that the rolling topography of the grounds within 
the site would be lost and the eastern edge of the site would be manufactured in its topographic relief.  
Regardless, the site contour as viewed from the beach would remain the same as it is currently and the 
changed site contour at the easternmost portion of the site as viewed from South Jameson Lane would be 
generally hidden by a site wall and vegetation.  Pursuant to mitigation BIO - 5, the riparian corridor of Oak 
Creek along the project site would be planted with restoration plantings: this measure would have the 
added benefit over time of mitigating private views from the east of the changed topography and stepped 
retaining walls.  As a result, impacts to public views of the changed site topography would be less than 
significant. 
 
The proposed project includes different lighting and signage components; therefore, a comparison of the 
visual impacts of nighttime lighting and the site signage are addressed below. 
 
NIGHTTIME LIGHTING 
 
00-ND-003 also addressed exterior night lighting and determined that the impact of the approved plan, 
with mitigation, was less than significant. The Planning Commission also conditioned the approved plan 
prohibiting any landscape uplighting. The proposed project includes similar night lighting features and 
has removed provisions for lighting the tennis courts..  
 
The proposed project includes a Concept Lighting Approach Plan, dated February 26, 2008, 
incorporated herein by reference that identifies all proposed light features, including downcast fixture 
type, location and wattage. The Plan also includes a photometric analysis for this eastern portion of the 
proposed project. With the proposed downcast fixture type, number, location and wattage, less than 0.01 
foot candles (measurement of light illumination) would extend beyond the easterly property boundary. 
However, to ensure that nighttime lighting does not disrupt wildlife in the Oak Creek corridor, revision 
to the previously approved mitigation is recommended below.  With this revision and deletion of tennis 
court lighting, impacts associated with the proposed project would not be substantially more severe than 
impacts associated with the approved project. 
 
SIGNAGE PLAN 
 
00-ND-003 includes a mitigation requiring a final Signage and Lighting Plan. The final Signage Plan 
would also be included as part of the required Preliminary and Final review by the Montecito Board of 
Architecture Review. The type of signage from the approved plan to the proposed project remains 
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essentially the same. Signage will include hotel entry signage along South Jameson Lane, public access 
and parking signage along Eucalyptus Lane, South Jameson Lane, and the private road, as well as 
service/delivery signage. As with the approved plan, retaining the “Miramar” sign is not a component of 
the proposed project. 
 
The proposed project includes a Conceptual Signage Plan, dated February 6, 2008, incorporated herein 
by reference, that describes the proposed signage as shown on the proposed project site plan (Sheet 
AO.012). The conceptual signage plan identifies that all signage shall meet the County code 
requirements for signage type, maximum square-foot of sign face, total number of signs per lot frontage, 
height and illumination. While the previously approved mitigation measure included a signage plan to 
ensure the visual compatibility of the project, it was identified within the exterior night lighting 
mitigation measure. For clarity purposes, a separate signage mitigation measure is recommended to 
address the proposed project.  Impacts associated with the proposed project would not be substantially 
more severe than impacts associated with the approved project. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 
 
The mitigation measures contained in the Aesthetic/Visual Resources section of 00-ND-003 (see 
attached ND, typical) would be adequate to mitigate potentially significant aesthetic/visual impacts 
associated with the proposed project.  Mitigation measures carried over from 00-ND-003 have been 
updated to reflect the County’s current permit procedure of requiring follow on Land Use Permits rather 
than follow on Coastal Development Permits.  The County’s procedural change has no physical impacts 
on the environment and is not discussed further herein.  In addition, the following mitigation measures 
revise and complement mitigations in 00-ND-003 to further minimize impacts.  As with the approved 
plan, the proposed project’s residual impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
AES 4 All exterior night lighting identified in the Concept Lighting Approach Plan, dated February 26, 

2008  shall be of low intensity, low glare design, and shall be fully hooded to direct light 
downward and/or to prevent spillover onto neighboring parcels.  There shall be no uplighting of 
trees.  Beach lighting shall only include those depicted in the Concept Lighting Approach Plan 
identified along the boardwalk and there shall be no floodlights directed towards the beach.  Plan 
Requirements:  The applicant shall incorporate these measures into the final Signage and 
Lighting Plan.  The locations and heights of all exterior lighting fixtures with arrows showing the 
direction of light being cast by each fixture shall be depicted on the final Lighting Plan.  Timing:  
 The final Lighting Plan must be reviewed and approved by P&D and the Montecito BAR prior 
to approval of any follow on Land Use Permits.   

 
MONITORING :  P&D and BAR shall review the final Lighting Plan for compliance with this 
measure prior to issuance of any Coastal Development Permit.  Permit Compliance shall inspect 
structures and landscaping upon completion to ensure that exterior lighting fixtures have been 
installed consistent with their depiction on the approved Signage and Lighting Plan. 
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AES 5 All signage identified in the Conceptual Signage Plan, dated February 6, 2008  shall meet the 

signage regulations pursuant to the County Sign Ordinance, Article One,  Section 35-13 and 35-
17, and the Resort/Visitor-Serving Commercial Zone District regulations contained in the County 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II, Section 35-81. Plan Requirements:  The applicant shall 
prepare a final Signage Plan, including the elevation, sign face design, and proposed illumination 
of each sign for review by the P&D and the Montecito BAR.  Timing:   The final Signage Plan 
must be reviewed and approved by P&D and the Montecito BAR prior to approval of any Land 
Use Permits.   

 
 MONITORING:   P&D and Montecito BAR shall review the final Signage Plan for compliance 

with this measure prior to approval of any Land Use Permit.  Permit Compliance shall inspect 
structures and landscaping upon completion to ensure that all signage has been installed 
consistent with their depiction on the approved Signage Plan. 

 
With incorporation of mitigation measures AES 4 and AES 5, combined with the direction given to the 
applicant by the MPC for further MBAR review as discussed in the following Land Use section of this 
addendum, impacts to aesthetics would be similar to the approved project and remain less than 
significant. 
 
2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
 
00-ND-003 found that the approved plan had no potential to impact agricultural resources.  Now as then, 
the project site is designated “Urban and Built-Up Lands” according to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (California Department of Conservation, 2006) and surrounding properties, zoned 
for residential or recreational use, are also designated as “Urban and Built-Up Lands.” Development 
proposed under either the approved plan or the proposed project would not convert agricultural land to non-
agricultural use or impact unique or other farmland of Statewide or Local Importance. As a result, the 
proposed project is not expected to impact agricultural resources. There are no changes to impact levels and 
impacts would be considered less than significant. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

As with the approved plan, no mitigation is required and there would be no project-specific or cumulative 
impacts from the proposed project to agricultural resources.  
 
3. AIR QUALITY 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING UPDATE 
 
In 1999 at the time of the approved plan’s environmental analysis, Santa Barbara County was considered 
in non-attainment of the federal eight-hour ozone standard and in non-attainment of the state ozone and 
particulate matter less than ten microns in diameter (PM10) standards.  The County is now in attainment 
of the federal eight-hour ozone standard, and in attainment of the state’s one-hour ozone standard, 
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however, the County continues to be in non-attainment of the state’s eight-hour ozone standard and 
PM10 standard. 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
 
CONSTRUCTION (SHORT-TERM IMPACTS) 
 
The County does not have a threshold for short-term construction-related NOx and ROC emissions or 
for PM 10 emissions.  Nevertheless, short-term construction-related vehicle exhaust emissions are not 
considered significant because all short-term construction activities in the County contribute only a 
relatively small portion of the total NOx and ROC emissions in the County (construction only generated 
6% of the total NOx in Santa Barbara County in 1990).  Therefore, construction of any given project 
would not be expected to contribute significantly to the current violation of the state ozone standard or 
violate the federal ozone standard.  Consistent with this rationale, 00-ND-003 found that impacts 
associated with short term construction emissions were less than significant.  Although the proposed 
project would involve more grading and additional construction worker vehicular emissions, the 
proposed project’s short-term construction emissions would also be deemed less than significant. 
Regardless, the County CEQA guidelines for the preparation of air quality assessments indicate that 
short-term construction-related emissions should be discussed. 
 
The proposed project would involve 36,300 cubic yards (cy) of cut, 46,100 cy of fill, and 10,000 cy of 
import, resulting in a 26,300 cy cut/40,100 cy fill, and 6,000 cy export/import increase over the approved 
plan.  Construction of the approved plan was to occur over a 15 month period and only some of the 
existing buildings were proposed for demolition.  Under the proposed project, all of the existing 
buildings are proposed for demolition and construction is anticipated to last from 18 to 22 months.  
Therefore, the proposed project would result in greater dust emissions and emission of pollutants from 
construction equipment such as graders, bulldozers, and dump trucks, and construction worker trips, as 
well as more potential for release of asbestos.  However, given the absence of a threshold, the proposed 
project would, like the approved plan, result in less than significant impacts. 
 
All discretionary projects are required to implement dust control measures as described in 00-ND-003.  
In addition, an Asbestos Notification Form must be filed with the Santa Barbara APCD prior to 
demolition (see the 00-ND-003 as well).  If asbestos is present, certain procedures must be followed to 
prevent its release during structure demolition.  Finally, new measure AIR-6 below is recommended in 
the air quality analysis prepared for the proposed project (Air Quality Impact Analysis Miramar Hotel 
and Bungalows Project, Dudek March 11, 2008, incorporated herein by reference) to minimize 
emissions from construction equipment, and should be implemented. 
 
OPERATIONS (LONG-TERM IMPACTS) 
 
00-ND-003 found that long term environmental impacts associated with operational emissions would be 
less than significant.  Since environmental review of the approved plan was initiated, the County adopted 
new interim long-term/operational emissions thresholds for significant air quality impacts as follows 
(County’s 2003 Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, as amended in 2006): 
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A proposed project will not have a significant air quality effect on the environment if operation of the 
project will: 
 

·  Emit (from all project sources2, mobile and stationary), less than the daily trigger3 for offsets set 
in the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) New Source Review Rule, for any pollutant; and 

 
·  Emit less than 25 pounds per day (lbs/day) of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) or reactive organic 

compounds (ROC) from motor vehicle trips only; and 
 

·  Emit less than 55 lbs/day of ROC or NOx for combined vehicular and stationary source (e.g., 
emergency generators and boilers) emissions. 

 
·  Not cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality 

Standard (except ozone); and 
 

·  Not exceed the APCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; and 
 

·  Be consistent with the adopted federal and state Air Quality Plans. 
 
For the approved plan, the previous URBEMIS7 program was used to calculate long-term emissions 
from the project the results of which are shown below in Table 3-1.  The operational vehicular emissions 
triggered the 25 lbs/day threshold for motor vehicle trips, and at the time of the approved plan, the 
County did not have the 55 lbs/day threshold for vehicular and stationary source emissions, therefore, the 
emissions for proposed stationary sources (e.g., emergency generators, boilers) were not calculated in the 
air quality analysis. 
 
The proposed project would generate an additional 48 average daily trips (ADT), 2 A.M. peak hour trips, 
and 6 P.M. peak hour trips above the approved plan.   URBEMIS Model 9.2.4 was used to calculate the 
vehicular emissions associated with the new number of vehicular trips (see Table 3-1 below).  In 
addition, the proposed project includes use of two 100 brake horse power (bhp) boilers, two 3,000 
million British thermal units (MMBTu) boilers, and a 500 kilowatt (kW) emergency generator (see 
Table 3-1). 
 
Mitigation measure AIR-7 requires that the applicant obtain individual permits from the APCD for 
diesel-powered emergency generators and consult with the APCD to determine if the boilers need 
permits also.  However, because air emissions associated with the Caruso Plan would be less than the 
thresholds, long-term air quality impacts would remain less than significant. 
 
                     
2 Portable equipment registered under the California Air Resources Board (ARB) Statewide Portable Equipment 
Registration Program (PERP) shall not be included a proposed project’s emission total.  Emissions from these 
sources are in compliance with the ARB PERP program, and are exempt from APCD permits. 
3 Where projects exceed the offset trigger, the significant effect shall be considered mitigable to insignificance 
where APCD rules require offsets and net emissions after offsets are less than the trigger for offsets. 
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Table 3-1 

Long-Term Air Pollutant Emissions (with a 500 kW Generator) 
Area Source Emissions ROC (lbs/day) NOx (lbs/day) 
Approved plan Operational Vehicular 

Emissions (w/out TDM) 
49.36 49.35 

 Operational Vehicular 
Emissions (w/ TDM) 

45.45 44.65 

 Operational Stationary 
Source Emissions 

Not calculated Not calculated 

Proposed project  Area Source Emissions1 1.01 1.86 
 Operational Vehicular 

Emissions 
15.74 21.88 

 Two (2) 100 bhp 
Boilers 

1.08 7.22 

 Two (2) 3,000 MMBtu 
Boilers 

0.76 5.18 

 500 kW Emergency 
Generator 

1.08 16.23 

Total  19.67 52.37 
Notes: 
TDM Traffic Demand Management program 
1 Area source emissions were estimated using Version 9.2.2 2007 (Air Quality Impact Analysis Miramar Hotel 
and Bungalows Project, Dudek updated February 2008, incorporated herein by reference) 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
00-ND-003 predates the impact analysis of greenhouse gas emissions.   
 
Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) accumulate in the atmosphere, where these gases trap heat near 
the Earth’s surface by absorbing infrared radiation. This effect causes global warming and climate 
change, with adverse impacts on humans and the environment.  Common GHGs include water vapor, 
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and perfluorocarbons.  Combustion of fossil 
fuels constitutes the primary source of GHGs.  Projects can directly release GHGs, or indirectly increase 
GHGs by increasing combustion of fossil fuels via increased energy consumption or vehicular trips.   
 
In 2004, California emitted 484 million metric tonnes of GHGs (California Air Resources Board 2007). 
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32, Health and Safety Code, §§ 
38500 et seq.) requires reduction of California’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  The State’s Air 
Resources Board has established the 1990 level at 427 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions.  
Santa Barbara County is currently working with its Air Pollution Control District (APCD), the California 
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), and salient California agencies, to develop 
CEQA thresholds of significance that would guide classification of impacts associated with global 
climate change in CEQA documents.  Absent such thresholds, CEQA lead agencies must rely on their 
own careful judgment, based on scientific and factual data to the extent possible, in determining if 
impacts related to global climate change are significant.  Unfortunately, scientific and factual data are 
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not sufficiently available to judge, without undo speculation, whether projects with relatively small, 
incremental contributions to the state’s GHG totals are cumulatively significant or insignificant.  In the 
interim, only relatively large GHG emitters are considered, under any reasonable review, to have 
significant effects on the environment; that is, projects that are estimated to emit the equivalent of 
50,000 tons of CO2 from both stationary and mobile sources during long-term operations, and projects 
estimated to emit 25,000 tons of CO2 emissions from stationary sources alone, from long-term 
operations.4 Projects below these levels remain unclassifiable until more evidence becomes available. 
 
The proposed project would generate more GHGs than the approved plan, with more structural 
development resulting in more electricity use.  However, the proposed project is unlikely to be one of the 
“relatively large GHG emitters”. Implementation of recommended mitigation measure AIR-8 as well as 
AIR-6 below, would ensure that energy saving techniques would be used to minimize GHG emissions. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 
 
The mitigation measures contained in the Air Quality section of the 00-ND-003 would be adequate to 
mitigate potentially significant air quality impacts associated with the proposed project.  In addition, the 
following mitigation measures are recommended to further minimize emissions from construction 
activities, emissions from stationary sources, and emissions of GHGs.  As with the approved plan, the 
proposed project’s residual impact would be less than significant.  Also consistent with the approved 
plan, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would not be considerable. 
 
AIR-6 Construction contractors shall adhere to the following requirements during project grading 

and construction to reduce emissions of ozone precursors and particulate emissions from 
diesel exhaust, which are classified as carcinogenic by the State of California. 

 
·  Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment manufactured after 1996 (with 

federally mandated “clean” diesel engines) shall be utilized. 
·  The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical size. 
·  The number of pieces of construction equipment operating simultaneously shall be 

minimized through efficient management practices to ensure that the smallest practical 
number is operating at any one time. 

·  Construction equipment shall be properly maintained per the manufacturer’s 
specifications. 

·  Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment. 
·  Diesel catalytic converters shall be installed. 
·  Diesel-powered equipment shall be replaced by electric equipment whenever feasible, for 

smaller equipment. 

                     
3 California Air Resources Board Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 metric tons of GHG emissions as the 
threshold for identifying the largest stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the annual 
reporting of emissions.  This threshold is just over 0.005% of California’s total inventory of GHG emissions for 
2004. 50,000 metric tonnes is just over 0.01% of 2004 total GHG emissions.  
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·  Construction worker trips shall be minimized by promoting carpooling and by making 
onsite lunch available. 

·  Low volatile organic compound (VOC) architectural coatings shall be used whenever 
feasible. 

 
  Plan Requirements/Timing:  The applicant shall include these measures as notes on the 

grading and building plans that shall be reviewed and approved prior to issuance of Coastal 
Development Permits for grading or structural development.  These measures shall be 
implemented during and after project construction as appropriate. 
MONITORING:   P&D shall ensure that these measures are on the plans.  Permit 
compliance staff shall perform periodic equipment inspections and respond to nuisance 
complaints. 

 
AIR-7 The applicant shall obtain individual permits from the APCD for the proposed 500 kW 

emergency generator and shall consult with the APCD to determine if individual permits are 
required for the proposed boilers as well.  Plan Requirements/Timing:  Permits shall be 
obtained from APCD and copies of the permits provided to P&D prior to issuance of Coastal 
Development Permits for the project. 
MONITORING:   P&D shall confirm that permits have been obtained prior to issuance of 
Coastal Development Permits for the project. 

 
AIR-8 The following energy-conserving techniques should be incorporated into the project. 
 

·  Installation of low NOx residential water heaters. 
·  Use of natural lighting where feasible. 
·  Installation of energy efficient appliances. 
·  Installation of energy efficient lighting. 

 
Plan Requirements and Timing:  The applicant should incorporate the listed provisions 
into building and improvement plans prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permits. 
MONITORING:   Building and Safety shall site inspect to ensure development is in 
accordance with approved plans prior to occupancy clearance. 

 
 
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING UPDATE 

The project site consists primarily of developed land including structures, paved parking areas and areas 
that have been disturbed due to landscaping. Current site conditions, in terms of biological resources, are 
roughly the same as those that existed during evaluation of the site under the approved plan. Land covers 
found on-site in addition to developed land include eucalyptus woodland, sandy beach and weedy 
introduced annuals known as California Annual Grassland. The eastern portion of the property is located 
within the 100-year floodplain of Oak Creek as indicated by the presence of remnant western sycamore 
trees. Oak Creek and associated riparian Environmentally Sensitive Habitat are located just outside of 
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the eastern property line. The 50-foot buffer boundary from creek top-of-bank is primarily offsite, 
however, a portion of it is approximately three feet inside the property line at the southeast corner.  This 
area currently is paved almost to the property line and is used for storage and parking.   

A total of 34 palms and 88 trees, including 13 significant native and 37 significant non-native trees exist 
on-site (Tree Inventory and Assessment, February 2008 Edit – Revision of Original 8/6/07 Report, dated 
February 25, 2008, Bill Spiewak, incorporated herein by reference). Numerous trees have already been 
removed in work performed under the approved plan. A total of 46 vascular plants including eight native 
(17%) and 38 non-native (83%) plants exist on-site. The low percentage of native plants is likely the result 
of extensive disturbance and development throughout the history of the site.  

The project site supports habitat for a limited number of common upland wildlife species. No sensitive 
wildlife have been observed, or are likely to occur within project boundaries (Biological Resources 
Constraints Report, June 19, 2007, Tricia Wotpika of Dudek & Associates, incorporated herein by 
reference). Raptor Nest Survey of the Miramar Property, Montecito, Santa Barbara County, California, 
prepared December 22, 2007 by Consulting Wildlife Biologist Paul Collins, incorporated herein by 
reference, found no raptor nests present on-site, nor did it find evidence of recent use of the site by raptors. 
However, the survey did note that trees on the property are probably occasionally used by raptors for 
nesting and perching due to the presence of suitable tree species. The Monarch Butterfly (Danaus 
plexippus) is a species of special concern along the County’s South Coast and several overwintering 
roosts occur west and east of the project site. However, aggregations of this species are not known to 
exist at the project site and the riparian corridor does not appear to provide suitable overwintering habitat 
for Monarch Butterflies (Results of Presence/Absence Surveys for the Monarch Butterfly (Danaus 
plexippus), Miramar Hotel Redevelopment Site, County of Santa Barbara, California Dudek January 16, 
2008, incorporated herein by reference). The mature sycamores, coast live oak and eucalyptus trees may 
provide temporary autumnal roost sites for this species.  Surveys for monarch butterfly roosting sites, 
conducted January 8, 2008 by Biologist Trisha Wotpika of Dudek & Associates (report op. cit.), found no 
monarch butterfly overwintering sites.  

IMPACT DISCUSSION 
OAK CREEK AND ESH OVERLAY AREA 
 
00-ND-003 found that impacts to the Oak Creek corridor, from the increased intensity of use associated 
with development of a new parking area on the east side of the property, would result in potentially 
significant impacts.  Similar to the approved plan, the proposed project would intensify use in this area 
of the site and impacts would be roughly similar; there would be no substantial increase in the severity of 
impacts associated with the proposed project when compared with those associated with the approved 
plan. 
 
The approved plan included preservation of the sycamore canopy cover along Oak Creek and remnant 
western sycamore trees located in the floodplain of Oak Creek.  Impacts were determined to be less than 
significant, although 00-ND-003 did cite the importance of the existing riparian vegetation to wildlife as 
partial nexus for requiring planted improvements to the western riparian edge of Oak Creek.  The 
proposed project would remove one sycamore providing canopy cover along Oak Creek and two 
sycamores located in the Oak Creek floodplain.  Similar to the approved plan, given existing mitigation 
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requiring planting of the area with riparian species, including sycamores, impacts associated with the 
proposed project would be less than significant.   
 
INDIRECT IMPACTS OF LIGHT AND NOISE 
 
00-ND-003 found that indirect impacts to wildlife from increased lighting associated with the approved 
plan, , on the eastern portion of the site was potentially significant.  Because the proposed project 
includes installation of new lighting throughout the property, impacts under the proposed project would be 
similar to impacts under the approved plan and there would be no substantial increase in severity of 
impacts as a result of the proposed project revisions.  Mitigation included under the Aesthetics/Visual 
Resource discussion above would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.  Deletion of the tennis 
court lighting will further reduce impacts. As under the approved plan, the proposed project would light 
the boardwalk, but no beach lighting would occur.  Impacts would be similar and less than significant.  
 
SURFACE AND STORMWATER RUNOFF 
 
00-ND-003 found impacts from surface water runoff during both construction and operations of the 
approved plan to be potentially significant.   

The approved plan included construction of a weir to regulate the outlet of water into Oak Creek. The 
proposed project contains a proposal for a rip rap outlet structure that would also regulate water entering 
Oak Creek. Construction activity associated with either a weir or a rip rap structure has the potential to 
generate considerable sediment, trace metals, nutrients, oil, grease, and other synthetic organic 
compounds. Release of such materials to the creek could cause significant short-term impacts to water 
quality.  Similar to the approved plan, under the proposed project surface water runoff from the street, 
parking and driveway areas, and runoff containing contaminants such as herbicides and pesticides could 
result in long-term adverse impacts to water quality. Impacts from the proposed project would thus be 
similar to, but not substantially more severe than, those of the approved plan. 

FLORA 
 
Under the approved plan 189 non-native trees of indeterminate significance and one native oak were to be 
removed. Approximately 55 palms and 3 oaks were to be relocated. 275 new trees were to be planted as a 
part of the proposed landscape plan and a Tree Protection and Replacement condition was required as 
mitigation for the potentially significant impacts associated with tree removal.  
 
Under the proposed project, 40 trees would be removed as a part of the project, 29 trees, including two 
natives, would be protected in place, 53 trees, either native or of habitat value including nine native oaks 
and three sycamores, would be relocated as part of the project and approximately 1050 new trees would be 
planted.  Due to the large degree of trauma sustained during relocation, especially of larger, more 
established trees, mortality and loss is assumed for trees that are relocated.  Five significant trees that would 
be preserved in their current location would be impacted by the project due to 25% or greater encroachment 
into root zone. Due to the large degree of trauma sustained through potential soil compaction, root cutting 
or paving within the root zone, mortality and loss is assumed for trees that sustain root zone impacts of 
25% or greater.  Similar to the approved plan, impacts from the proposed project would thus be considered 
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potentially significant.  There would however, not be a substantial increase in the severity of impacts from 
the revised project. 
 
FAUNA 
 
Impacts to fauna under the approved plan and the proposed project are expected to be roughly the same, 
based upon similar impacts to on-site trees and the Oak Creek riparian corridor.   Therefore there would be 
no substantial increase in the severity of impacts from the approved to the revised plan.  No unique, rare or 
threatened animal species, or habitat areas for such species is know to occur onsite, therefore, no reduction 
in the numbers, restriction in the range, or impact to the critical habitat of these species is expected to 
occur. However, parts of the existing riparian corridor and mature trees located on-site still offer 
potential habitat for migratory passerine birds and raptors. Mature sycamores, coast live oak, and 
eucalyptus trees may provide temporary autumnal roost sites for Monarchs.  Trees on the property are 
likely used on occasion by raptors due to the presence of trees of species and stature suitable for nesting and 
perching. Suitable nesting trees on-site include native species such as oaks and sycamores as well as non-
native species including Monterey Pine, a number of palm species, and a number of eucalyptus species. 
Impacts to habitat of value to Monarchs, raptors and migratory passerine birds are mitigated under the 
proposed project as approved under 00-ND-003. 
 
The periphery of the site is currently fenced with 6 foot tall chain-link fence. Similar to the approved plan, 
completion of the proposed project would result in removal of the existing chain-link fence, and 
construction of a limited number of site walls, which would result in a decrease in barriers to any resident 
or migratory wildlife species. Impacts associated with human presence during the construction phase of the 
project, and increased human habitation following completion of new hotel facilities, would be minimal, 
due to the fact that the property has historically been used as a hotel site. Impacts to fauna under the 
proposed project would be less than significant, i.e., there would be no increase in the severity of impacts 
assessed under the approved plan. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACT 
 
The mitigation measures contained in the Biological Resource section of 00-ND-003 and as updated 
below, would be adequate to mitigate potentially significant biological resource impacts associated with 
the proposed project.  In addition, recommended mitigation measure BIO-7 would further reduce 
impacts to biological resources. As with the approved plan, the proposed project’s residual impact and 
contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
 
 
BIO-15 A Tree Protection and Replacement Plan, prepared by a P&D-approved arborist shall be 

implemented.  All development and potential ground disturbances shall be designed to avoid 
trees to the maximum extent feasible.  The plan shall include but is not limited to the following 
components:  

 

                     
5 Entire condition is updated herein. 
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A. Protection During Demolition and Site Preparation 
 
1. A pre-construction meeting shall be held prior to the commencement of any demolition, 

grading or construction to discuss tree protection measures. The pre-construction meeting 
shall include project contractors.  

2. Prior to demolition and grading a TPZ (Tree Protection Zone) shall be established with 
the installation of chain-link fence around each tree, with a 1 foot radius of protection 
zone for each inch of DBH (diameter at breast height measured 54” above ground). 

3. All trees to be removed shall be designated and clearly distinguished from trees to be 
relocated.     

4. Where a required TPZ conflicts with an existing structure, equipment (such as buckets on 
longer booms) that allows operation further from the trunk shall be used as directed by 
the project arborist. 

5. In areas where demolition or grading must come closer than the perimeter of the TPZ, 
encountered roots that are ½ inch in diameter or greater shall be cleanly cut by hand and 
not ripped by demolition equipment. 

6. Fences shall be maintained in upright positions throughout demolition and site 
preparation. No equipment or building materials or soils shall be stockpiled against 
required fencing. 

 
B. Protection During and Following Construction 
 
1. After demolition, and once construction parameters are determined, TPZ’s should be 

reconfirmed or reestablished with placement of chain link fencing. 
2. Once established, TPZ’s should be void of all activities, including parking of vehicles, 

operation of equipment, storage of materials, or dumping (including temporary spoils 
from excavation). 

3. All excavation and grading near trees shall be monitored by the project as necessary. 
4. Any roots encountered during grading, landscaping or construction that are ½ inch in 

diameter or greater shall be cleanly cut by hand. 
5. Buildings, walls and fences within the TPZ should be supported by piers, posts, screw 

piles, or caissons and above grade beams.  
6. Oaks and pines that are impacted by any root damage should be sprayed in the early 

spring and late summer with pemithrin (Astro) to help resist attack of boring beetles. The 
application should be applied to the lower 6 inches of trunk for a minimum of two years 
after project completion. 

7. As determined by the project arborist, supplemental irrigation shall be required to aid 
mature trees that have sustained root loss or damage.  

8. When roots have been pruned, soils should be kept moist. Exposed soil profiles 
containing exposed roots that remain open for longer than one day should be covered by 
burlap and irrigated as frequently as necessary to keep soils moist.  

9. Pruning of protected trees shall be performed by or supervised by a Certified Arborist. 
The project arborist should review goals with workers prior to commencement of any tree 
pruning. 
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10. Tree trunk areas shall be properly drained to avoid ponding. 
11. All utilities shall be placed within or directly adjacent to roadways and driveways or in a 

designated utility corridor in order to minimize impacts to trees. 
12. Any trenching required within the TPZ or sensitive root zone of any specimen tree shall 

be done by hand. 
13. To the maximum extent feasible, no artificial surface, pervious or impervious, shall be 

placed within six feet of the TPZ of any tree.  
14. No permanent irrigation shall occur within the TPZ of any oak tree that is not slated for 

removal. 
15. All trees located within 25 feet of proposed buildings shall be protected from stucco or 

paint during construction. 
16. Any unanticipated damage that occurs to trees or sensitive habitats resulting from 

construction activities shall be mitigated in a manner approved by P&D.  This mitigation 
may include but is not limited to posting of a performance security, tree replacement on a 
10:1 ratio and hiring of an outside consultant biologist and/or arborist to assess the 
damage and recommend mitigation.  The required mitigation shall be completed 
immediately under the direction of P&D prior to any further work occurring on the site.  
Any performance securities required for installation and maintenance of replacement trees 
will be released by P&D after its inspection and approval of such installation. 

 
C. Tree Relocation Requirements 
 
1. Roots should be cleanly cut. 
2. Soil remaining in the root ball or box shall be kept moist. The root ball should not be 

allowed to dry out. 
3. New planting holes should be twice the width of the root ball of the relocated tree. 
4. Moisture should be monitored both inside and outside the root ball to determine the 

required frequency and quantity of water application. 
5. Relocated trees shall be boxed and replanted in accordance with the final County-

approved Tree Removal and Relocation Plan. A drip irrigation system with a timer shall 
be installed.  Trees shall be planted prior to occupancy clearance and irrigated and 
maintained until established (five years).   

6. Tree relocation shall be performed under the supervision of the project arborist 
 
D. Tree Replacement 
 
1. For every significant or native removed  or tree with 25% or more root zone encroachment, 

a minimum of three 24-inch box or ten 1-gallon trees shall be planted. Impacted native trees 
shall be replaced with native replacement trees of the same species. Trees shall be 
maintained until established (five years). 

 
2. Every relocated tree that potentially fails shall be replaced by two, 60” box oak trees. 
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3. A tree replacement performance and maintenance security shall be posted with the County 
prior to issuance of a Coastal Development on the affected parcel. The performance security 
shall be based upon a detailed estimate provided by the landscape architect and landscape 
installation contractor, including cost of installation, materials and maintenance. The 
performance security shall be provided by the applicant prior to Coastal Development 
Permit issuance, and shall be equal to the value of installation of all items as well as the 
value of maintenance and/or replacement of the items for five years of maintenance of the 
items. The performance security shall be increased if determined necessary by Planning and 
Development staff.  The amounts shall be agreed to by P&D.    If such maintenance has not 
occurred at any point throughout the five-year maintenance period, the plants or 
improvements shall be replaced and the security held for another year.  If the applicant fails 
to either install or maintain according to the approved plan, P&D may collect security and 
complete work on property. There shall be no early release of the performance security. 
Monitoring:  Permit Compliance shall conduct site inspections throughout all phases of 
development to ensure compliance with, and to evaluate the success of, all tree protection 
and replacement measures.Plan Requirements:  Prior to issuance of Coastal 
Development Permits for demolition or grading, the applicant shall submit a copy of the 
final grading and building plans, Landscape Plan, Tree Removal and Relocation Plan, and 
Tree Protection and Replacement Plan to P&D for review and approval.  Plans shall 
graphically depict the location and extent of TPZ for all native and specimen trees, 
location of required fencing and equipment storage and staging areas designated outside 
of TPZ areas. All aspects of these plans shall be implemented as approved.  Timing:    
Timing on each measure shall be stated where applicable; where not otherwise stated, all 
measures must be in place throughout all grading and construction activities. 
Monitoring:  Permit Compliance shall conduct site inspections throughout all phases of 
development to ensure compliance with, and to evaluate the success of, all tree protection 
and replacement measures.  The project arborist shall monitor site activities throughout 
the duration of the project and especially during fence installation, excavation and 
grading. 

 
BIO-6 All outdoor lighting in the vicinity of Oak Creek shall be shielded to prevent stray light from 

illuminating the riparian corridor as per the Concept Lighting Plan.  Plan Requirements:  
Locations and shielding of all outdoor lighting shall be shown on the Lighting Plan.  Timing:   
The applicant shall obtain P&D approval of the final Lighting Plan prior to issuance of Coastal 
Development Permits for structures.  Lighting shall be installed per plan requirements during 
construction. Monitoring:  Permit Compliance shall site inspect during construction and prior to 
signing off on occupancy clearance. 

 
BIO-7 All fertilizer, pesticide and herbicide products used on-site shall be certified as organically based. 

Landscape plans and practices shall be designed to eliminate the use of toxic materials and shall 
include the following: incorporation of organic matter during garden renovation, recycling 
attachments on lawnmowers, use of organic mulch, insectary plantings, use of compost tea for 
nutrients, introduction of earthworms and introduction of beneficial organisms (such as 
nematodes). Plan Requirements: Requirements shall be noted on Landscape Plans. 
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Monitoring:  Permit Compliance shall site inspect during construction and prior to signing off 
on occupancy clearance. 

 
BIO-8 The applicant shall hire a P&D-approved biologist to conduct a pre-construction inspection for 

nesting native bird species, including nesting raptors, within 500 feet of construction activities 
and not more than two weeks prior to the proposed beginning of construction (including staging, 
clearing and grubbing).  If birds are determined to be nesting on the project site, no construction, 
grading or heavy equipment operation shall take place within 500 feet of any raptor nest or 200 
feet of any other native bird species’ nest, except for certain construction activities that may be 
allowed on a case-by-case basis as reviewed and approved by P&D.  Other than those activities 
that are allowed by P&D, no construction activities shall take place within the 500-foot radius 
(for raptors) or 200-foot radius (for other species) of any nests on the project site until it can be 
verified that all fledglings have left the nest.   Plan Requirements/ Timing:  This condition shall 
be printed on all construction, grading, and building plans.  

 
Monitoring:   The applicant shall submit a report on the pre-construction survey to Permit 
Compliance and Permit Compliance shall review and approve the report prior to construction.  
Permit Compliance staff shall perform site inspections throughout the construction phase. 

 
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING UPDATE 
 
Environmental documentation on file at the Archaeological Inventory, South Central Coast 
Archaeological Information Center, University of California, Santa Barbara indicates that two 
archaeological sites, CA-SBA-18 and CA-SBA-19, were recorded in the vicinity of the project area over 
70 years ago.  
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
 
Based on the findings of three archaeological surveys, 00-ND-003 found impacts to cultural resources to 
be potentially significant and mitigable. Mitigation measures included Native American and 
archaeologist monitoring during grading and development in the Railroad right-of-way, historic 
archaeologist monitoring of grading activities in areas sensitive for the occurrence of historic 
archaeological features, and a stop-work requirement in the event of the uncovering of potentially 
significant prehistoric or historic archaeological resources. 
 
Site monitoring was undertaken as a condition of approval at the start of demolition work under the 
approved plan and included new site surveys and trench testing.  Interim  Report Archaeological 
Monitoring Program Demolition and Vegetation Removal Miramar Resort Hotel Renovation Project, 
Montecito, California dated December 7, 2000, prepared by Macfarlane Archaeological Consultants and 
incorporated herein by reference, addressed findings of site monitoring during grading and construction. 
Findings of the monitoring report were consistent with previous reports prepared by Macfarlane 
Archaeological consultants. No intact significant archaeological deposits were found. 
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The proposed project differs from the approved plan, in terms of cultural resource impacts, in that the 
approved plan proposed localized development and the proposed project includes grading and 
development over essentially the entire site. The proposed project also includes demolition of a number 
of structures that would have been retained under the approved plan. Surveys completed for the 
approved plan, combined with interim monitoring undertaken during demolition under the approved 
plan, resulted in completion of surveys over much of the site.  Based on the testing and monitoring 
already completed on the Miramar property, where no intact, significant archaeological deposits have 
been found, uncovering of significant cultural resource elsewhere on the site is unlikely.  Regardless 
there are four areas identified by Macfarlane as needing continuous monitoring during construction. 
Therefore, while additional subsurface/significance testing is not recommended prior to demolition for 
the proposed project, except in the area of the ocean front buildings (Heather Macfarlane, email, March 
3, 2008) monitoring of the four areas on the site is recommended and impacts associated with the 
proposed plan would not be substantially more severe than impacts associated with the approved plan. 
 
Due to the common occurrence of cultural resources in oceanfront areas, and a lack of investigation in 
this area of the site under any previous site  surveys, additional subsurface/significance testing to allow 
the assessment of potential cultural resources in the area of the oceanfront buildings is recommended  
after demolition and prior to construction (see CUL-4).  
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

 
The mitigation measures contained in the Cultural Resources section of 00-ND-003 would be adequate 
to mitigate potentially significant impacts to cultural resources from the proposed project. In addition, 
the following mitigation measures revise and complement mitigations in 00-ND-003 to further minimize 
impacts.  As with the approved plan, the proposed project’s residual impact and contribution to 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
 
CUL-1 Potential unidentified cultural resources in the portion of CA-SBA-18/19 previously recorded 

within the Railroad right-of-way shall be protected.  Plan Requirements and Timing:  
Excavation for all activities within the Railroad right-of-way shall be performed by hand and be 
monitored by a qualified archaeologist and Native American representative.  If cultural resources 
are encountered, work shall be redirected away from the resource while its significance can be 
assessed, in accordance with measure CUL-3 (00-ND-003).  This condition shall be printed on 
all building and grading plans and P&D shall check plans prior to issuance of any Coastal 
Development Permits. 

 
MONITORING :  If cultural resources are encountered, the monitor(s) shall notify Permit 
Compliance immediately.  If cultural resources are not encountered, the archaeological 
monitor(s) shall report the results of the monitoring to Permit Compliance within two weeks of 
completion of ground-disturbing activities within the monitored area(s).   
 

CUL-2 Areas 1-4 as shown on the Cultural Resource Monitoring and Significance Survey map on file 
with P&D shall be monitored continuously throughout all grading, construction, demolition, and 
ground disturbing activities. Phase 1 archaeological surveys shall be undertaken by a P&D-
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qualified archaeologist following demolition of any existing structures in areas 1-4 and shall be 
completed prior to grading and construction. If prehistoric or historic archaeological resources 
are encountered, work shall be redirected away from the resource while its significance can be 
assessed, in accordance with measure CUL-3. Plan Requirements and Timing:  This condition 
shall be printed on all building and grading plans and P&D shall check plans prior to issuance of 
any Coastal Development Permits.  

 
MONITORING :  If prehistoric or historic archaeological resources are encountered, the 
archaeologist shall notify Permit Compliance and P&D staff immediately.  If prehistoric or 
historic archaeological resources are not encountered, the archaeologist shall notify Permit 
Compliance and P&D staff within two weeks of completion of ground-disturbing activities 
within the surveyed area(s).   

 
CUL- 3 Phase 2 subsurface/significance testing shall be conducted after demolition, but prior to new 

construction in ocean front area 5 as shown on the Cultural Resource Monitoring and 
Significance Survey map on file with P&D. Area 5 shall also be monitored continuously 
throughout all grading, construction, demolition, and ground disturbing activities. Boundaries of 
survey are shall be staked and flagged prior to demolition. If prehistoric or historic archaeological 
resources are encountered, work shall be redirected away from the resource while its significance 
can be assessed, in accordance with measure CUL-3. Plan Requirements and Timing:  This 
condition shall be printed on all building and grading plans and P&D shall check plans prior to 
issuance of any Coastal Development Permits.  

 
MONITORING:  If prehistoric or historic archaeological resources are encountered, the 
archaeologist shall notify Permit Compliance and P&D staff immediately.  If prehistoric or 
historic archaeological resources are not encountered, the archaeologist shall notify Permit 
Compliance and P&D staff within two weeks of completion of ground-disturbing activities 
within the surveyed area(s).   

 
6. ENERGY 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
 
00-ND-003 found no significant impacts associated with the demand for existing sources of energy or the 
need to develop or extend new energy sources to the site. Consistent with that analysis, consultation with 
Southern California Edison (SCE) regarding the proposed project indicates that electrical loads of the 
project are within parameters of projected load growth which SCE is planning to meet in the project area 
(personal communication, Tom Wagner, SCE, March 7, 2008). Therefore, the proposed project is not 
expected to result in a substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy than was 
generated under the approved plan. The site would be served by existing electrical main lines and would 
not result in the need for development or extension of new sources of energy.  Consistent with the 
approved plan, impacts associated with the proposed project would not be considered significant. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 
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The proposed project would not result in project-specific or cumulative energy impacts. No mitigation is 
required.  
 
7. FIRE PROTECTION 

IMPACT DISCUSSION 

00-ND-003 identified no significant impacts associated with Fire Protection of the approved plan provided 
the applicant were to implement a Fire Access Plan approved by the Montecito Fire Protection District.   
 
While the square footages of the proposed project exceed those of the approved plan, nevertheless, 
significant circumstances have not changed:  the project site is not located in a high fire hazard area; the 
proposed project itself will not cause high fire hazards on the site and in fact the entire complex will be 
equipped with automatic sprinkler systems;  there is adequate water pressure, adequate access for fire 
fighting and the ability to safely locate hydrants pursuant to Montecito Fire District standards (Montecito 
Fire District email dated March 17, 2008); and the proposed project remains within the safe Fire 
Department response time.  Therefore, similar to the approved plan, impacts from the proposed project 
would be less than significant with implementation of the required Fire Access Plan (sheet A0-11, dated 
February 15, 2008). 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

The mitigation measures contained in the Fire Protection section of 00-ND-003 would be adequate to 
mitigate potentially significant impacts from the proposed project.  As with the approved plan, the 
proposed project’s residual impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
8. GEOLOGIC PROCESSES 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
00-ND-003 found no significant impacts relating to geologic processes from the proposed project, 
including risks from fault rupture, ground shaking, ground lurching and amplification, liquefaction, sea cliff 
retreat, tsunamis or settlement and differential compaction.  The ND did, however, include mitigation 
measures to address geologic constraint issues raised in Montecito Community Plan policies.  These 
mitigations would ensure that the proposed project is also consistent with these policies.  The approved and 
the proposed projects are substantially the same in respect to geologic processes with the exception of two 
project changes that warrant discussion. 
 
First, the approved plan assumed the continued viability of the existing sea wall, protecting the sea cliff on 
the site from retreat, and included only a maintenance program for the sea wall.  The current application 
included an analysis of the sea wall which concludes that repair and maintenance is necessary to perpetuate 
the sea wall (Miramar Seawall Viability Detailed Study, December 21, 1998, Penfield and Smith, Miramar 
Hotel Seawall Viability Update Letter, June 12, 2007, Penfield and Smith and Memo on Mirarmar Beach 
Area Historical Geology and Foundation Materials underlying Oceanfront Structures, Miramar Hotel and 
Bungalows Project, 1555 South Jameson Lane, Montecito, California, November 12, 2007, Fugro West, 
Inc. , incorporated herein by reference).   As a result, the proposed project includes restoration of the 
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existing sea wall, followed by regular maintenance.  This change in the proposed project supports the 
conclusion under 00-ND-003 that impacts to sea cliff retreat would be insignificant as a result of the 
perpetuation of the existing seawall on the site; impacts from the proposed project in this regard would 
remain not significant.  
 
Second, the approved plan was designed to generally retain the existing site contours which are described 
in 00-ND-003 as “nearly flat to moderately sloping with gradients generally to the south and south east […] 
Average slopes on the property range from 1.75 to 5.2 percent”.   The approved plan included 10,000 c.y. 
of fill and 6,000 c.y. of cut.  The proposed project is designed to level the existing rolling site starting at the 
western portion of the property with four feet of cut and ending in 13 feet of fill at the eastern end of the 
property supported by a series of engineered stepped retaining walls.  Total grading quantities of the 
proposed project are approximately 42,000 c.y. of cut and approximately 39,000 c.y. of fill.  The proposed 
project would alter the site topography such that the rolling topography of the grounds within the site would 
be lost and the eastern edge of the site would be manufactured in its topographic relief.   
 
Regardless, the site contour as viewed from the beach would remain the same as it is currently and the 
changed site contour at the easternmost portion of the site as viewed from South Jameson Lane would be 
generally hidden by a site wall and vegetation.  Pursuant to mitigation BIO - 5, the riparian corridor of Oak 
Creek along the project site would be planted with restoration plantings: this measure would have the 
added benefit over time of mitigating private views from the east of the changed topography and stepped 
retaining walls.  As discussed under Section 16, Water Resources and Flooding, below, proposed changes 
to topography would have no significant effect on the floodway of Oak /San Ysidro Creek and the proposed 
project drainage improvements are acceptable to the County Flood Control District as designed.  Hence, 
while grading quantities vary between the approved plan and proposed project, impacts associated with the 
change in topography are not significant and the proposed project would not result in substantially more 
severe impacts associated with geologic processes, including liquefaction (See staff comments from Dave 
Ward regarding technical liquefaction report citations, Montecito Planning Commission hearing transcript 
dated August 28, 2008). 
 

MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

The mitigation measures contained in the Geologic Processes section of 00-ND-003, including as 
revised below, would be adequate to mitigate potentially significant impacts to geologic processes from 
the proposed project. In addition, the following mitigation measures revise and complement mitigations 
in 00-ND-003 to further minimize impacts.  As with the approved plan, the proposed project’s residual 
impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
 

GEO 1: Excavation and grading shall be limited to the dry season of the year (April 15 – November 1) 
unless a Building & Safety-approved Grading and Erosion Control Plan is in place and all measures 
therein are in effect.  Plan Requirements:  The Grading and Erosion Control Plan shall be designed to 
minimize erosion and shall include the following: 
 

a) Detailed plans and report prepared by a licensed geologist or engineer for any permanent erosion 
control structures. 
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b) Methods such as retention basins, drainage diversion structures and spot grading shall be used as 
appropriate to reduce siltation into adjacent drainages or roadways during the grading and 
construction activities. 

c) Provisions to reseed exposed graded surfaces with ground cover to minimize erosion.  Graded 
areas that are to be built upon shall be vegetated within four weeks of completion of grading 
activities with deep-rooted, drought-tolerant species wherever possible and in accordance with 
the required Landscape Plan (Mitigation Measure AES - 1) to minimize the potential for 
oversaturation and erosion.  Surfaces graded for placement of structures shall be seeded with 
ground cover if construction does not commence within four weeks of grading completion.  This 
requirement shall be noted on all grading and building plans. 

d) All cut and fill slopes on the property shall be no steeper than 2:1 (horizontal to vertical). 
e) All fill material shall be recompacted to engineered standards as specified within the Uniform 

Building Code or by a qualified Soils Engineer and as approved by P&D. 
f) Recommendations regarding the placement of fill material, recompaction, and grading methods 

contained within the  Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Miramar Hotel and Bungalows, 1555 
South Jameson Lane, Montecito California, January 4, 2008, Fugro West Inc., incorporated 
herein by reference, shall be implemented. 

 
Timing:  The Grading and Erosion Control Plan shall be submitted for review and approved by P&D 
and Flood Control prior to issuance of follow on Land Use Permits for grading.  The applicant shall 
notify Permit Compliance prior to commencement of demolition.  Applicable components of the grading 
plan shall be implemented during demolition and grading activities and prior to occupancy clearance. 
 
MONITORING :  Grading inspectors shall monitor technical aspects of the grading activities.  Permit 
Compliance shall site inspect during grading to monitor dust generation and four weeks after grading 
completion to verify seeding and/or that construction has commenced in areas graded for structures. 
 
4.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET 

IMPACT DISCUSSION 

00-ND-003 identified potentially significant and mitigable impacts associated with public safety 
hazards from the occurrence of approximately 1,000 linear feet of train tracks within the hotel site.  
Mitigation proposed by the applicant and adopted with the ND included installation of warning device 
improvements for the pedestrian railroad crossing.   
 
Dudek prepared a Risk of Upset/Train Safety Analysis Miramar Hotel and Bungalows Project dated 
November 7, 2007 and updated February 2008, incorporated herein by reference.  As set forth in the 
report, the currently proposed project presents approximately the same set of facts as the approved 
plan:  there remain 1,000 linear feet of railroad track within the hotel site with uses proposed both to 
the north and south of the tracks.  Changes to circumstances include: 1) an increase in projected train 
trips from 14 per day in 2000 to 17 per day currently, 2) a decrease in the maximum site capacity of 
183 people from approximately 1,200 people under the Schrager plan to 1,017 people under the current 
proposal, and 3) an increase of approximately 12 people within the 80’ hazard footprint of the tracks 
from 30 people under the approved plan to 42 people under the currently proposed project.   
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An increase of three trains per day equates to approximately 17% more trains trips per day.  Because 
the probabilities of pedestrians being hit by a train (once every 629 years), vehicles being hit by a train 
(once every 148 years) and train derailment (once every 256 years) are low, the additional three trains 
per day does not constitute a significant increase in risk (Dudek, op.cit).  Moreover, the overall 
reduction in site capacity would lower the public health and safety risks and the increase in the number 
of people in the eighty foot hazard footprint by 12 is not considered a substantial increase.  Impacts, 
therefore, associated with the risks to pedestrians and vehicles of being hit by a train and with the risks 
of a derailment remain substantially the same and would not be more severe under the currently 
proposed project as under the approved plan.  Moreover, the proposed project includes several design 
measures to further reduce train safety impacts.  These include: 1) an increase in the distance between 
the pedestrian crossing and an improved vehicular crossing to increase the separation of pedestrians 
from other vehicular traffic at railroad crossings, 2) increased landscaping and pedestrian paths 
directing people to the appropriate crossing, and 3) an upgrade to the warning system for the pedestrian 
crossing.   
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

 
The mitigation measures contained in the Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset section of 00-ND-003 
would be adequate to mitigate potentially significant impacts from the proposed project.  As with the 
approved plan, the proposed project’s residual impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant. 
 
10. LAND USE 

IMPACT DISCUSSION  

00-ND-003 concluded that the approved plan, as mitigated throughout the ND, resulted in no significant 
impacts to issues associated with land use.  The currently proposed use of the site is substantially the same 
as the approved use with a reduction in keys from 213 to 192 and an increase in beach events and 
membership in the beach and tennis club.  As a result, impact levels associated with issues related to land 
use are substantially the same as in the approved plan with no substantial increase in severity.   
 
The designed style of the currently proposed project however, differs substantially from that originally 
approved.  Specifically, whereas the approved plan would have retained and renovated the majority of 
buildings, including many of the cottages on the site, as well as replacing certain structures including the 
original conference center, the proposed project involves the complete demolition of existing site 
development and its replacement with new structures.  As a result, the proposed project includes requests 
for a number of building height modifications due to the grading.  Impacts associated with grading and the 
heights of buildings are discussed in the Aesthetic/Visual Resource and Geologic Processes sections of this 
addendum.  Additionally, because not all of these new structures are cottages, a discussion of the project’s 
consistency with Policy LUC-M-1.6, below, is warranted. 
 
LUC-M-1.6:  Improvements to resort visitor-serving hotels shall be designed to be consistent with the 

existing historic “Cottage Type Hotel” tradition from the early days of Montecito.  
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“Cottage Type Hotel” is defined by cottages limited to six guest rooms each, which are 
generally single story in height. 

 
The Miramar hotel, as it existed in 1992 when the Montecito Community Plan was adopted, along with the 
Biltmore and the San Ysidro Ranch are the resort visitor-serving hotels in Montecito upon which the 
existing “Cottage Type Hotel” tradition was based.  Both the Biltmore and then Miramar includes both 
large structures for congregation (restaurants, conference rooms, etc.) with attached guestrooms, and 
smaller buildings or cottages housing additional guest rooms.  Consistent with the historic template of 
Montecito’s resort visitor serving hotels, the proposed project includes both large structures for 
congregation (lobby, restaurants, ballroom) with attached guest rooms, two-story lanai guest room 
buildings and six or fewer key single story cottage structures.  Of the total number of 25 structures devoted 
to guest rooms, 19 are single story cottages with six or fewer rooms and 2 are two story cottages with six 
or fewer rooms.  Of the total number of 192 keys, 74 are located in the cottages.   
 
In addition to the above-described general characteristics which help to define “Cottage Type Hotel”, 
during the August 28, 2008 hearing, the Montecito Planning Commission (MPC) further refined the 
definition by articulating the following: 
 
A "Cottage-Type" hotel is a collection of one and two story-building structures that vary in size and 
orientation. Placement and scale of buildings should be in a garden type setting with large canopy trees. 
Site should be pedestrian friendly. 
 
"Cottage-Type" hotel buildings refer to a quaint architectural style and can be California Cottage and 
Bungalow or an architectural style reflecting the historical regional California coast. Architectural 
vernacular should incorporate low-sloped roofs with gables and/or hips, residentially scaled plate 
heights, overhangs and eaves; casement, double-hung or fixed windows or French doors with divided 
lights, porches and/or trellis; exterior walls of masonry, plaster, stone an/or wood siding (or other 
simulated materials). 
 
The MPC directed the applicant to undergo further Montecito Board of Architectural Review (MBAR) 
with specific direction for the MBAR to ensure the proposed project be consistent with the above”Cottage-
Type” architectural style. This, together with the mitigations contained in the Aesthetics/Visual Resources 
section above would act to reduce impacts related to project design to less than significant levels, similar to 
the approved plan.  
 
Because the proposed project includes small cottages, landscaping is adequate to screen and beautify the 
property, nearly all parking is underground and so hidden from public view, and because the MBAR would 
ensure the appropriateness of the proposed architecture in relation to the specific direction given by the 
MPC, the project can be found consistent with the “Cottage Type Hotel” tradition. 
 
 
Also important is a discussion of the Montecito Architectural Guidelines Section V.B.3.b, “Visitor resort 
facilities shall be compatible in mass, bulk, scale and design with the residential character of the 
surrounding neighborhoods”.   
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The Miramar Hotel has existed in situ since the turn of the 20th century and grew organically over time.  
The hotel complex occurs on an approximately 14 acre beachfront property flanked to the south by the 
Pacific Ocean and to the north by Highway 101.  Oak Creek occurs along the eastern boundary of the lot. 
Beyond the creek are lots developed with single family residences.  The All Saints by the Sea church 
complex occurs immediately west of the lot and residences occur along the south western boundary of 
the hotel site and to either side of the oceanfront rooms along the beach.  The approved Schrager project 
(approved plan) included restoration of the then existing one and two story Miramar cottages and hotel 
rooms with the demolition of the original Conference Center and its replacement, in the approximate 
same location at the north east portion of the site, with a similarly sized, albeit lower, Banquet Hall.  In 
its previous form, the Miramar, while not residential in character was compatible in mass, bulk, scale 
and design with the character of residences surrounding the site.  The approved project was equally 
compatible insofar as it did not stray far from the Miramar hotel complex that had evolved up until 1999. 
Similar to the approved plan, while different in style, the proposed Caruso project (proposed plan) 
includes one story cottages facing existing surrounding residential development and the modifications to 
provide one story hotel rooms adjacent to the Church complex as well as a large Main building and 
Ballroom in the north east portion of the site where there are no immediately adjacent residences.  
Oceanfront units would be two stories consistent with the massing of existing adjacent beachfront 
residences.  In addition, the September modifications have increased the setbacks as compared to the 
Schrager Plan in those areas adjacent to the Church and reduced the two story element of the Main 
Building in the front setback to one story. Given the broad overall similarities between the proposed 
revised plan and the approved plan, there is no substantial change in respect to the appropriateness of the 
hotel on the site and its inherent compatibility with the neighborhood.  In sum, impacts associated with 
the proposed plan relating to land use would not be substantially more severe than impacts identified in 
00-ND-003 associated with the approved plan. 
 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

The mitigation measures contained in 00-ND-003, as amended herein, would be adequate to mitigate 
potentially significant land use impacts from the proposed project.  As with the approved plan, the 
proposed project’s residual impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
11. NOISE 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION  
 
SHORT-TERM IMPACTS TO EXISTING NOISE-SENSITIVE USES 
00-ND-003 found that construction related impacts to noise sensitive receptors would be potentially 
significant.  Mitigation measures required under the approved plan to address short-term construction 
noise included limitations on construction hours for the entire site, specific construction hours for 
development near the All Saints by the Sea preschool, shielding of construction equipment, and 
designation of specific construction access routes. 
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The proposed project differs from the approved plan in terms of construction noise impacts in that new 
construction will take place over essentially the entire site, while new construction under the approved 
plan was limited to guestrooms along South Jameson Lane. Sensitive receptors within 1600 feet 
associated with the proposed project include residences to southeast, southwest, immediate west, 
immediate east and the All Saints by the Sea church and pre-school to the west.  

Construction activities under the proposed project are expected to take 18 to 23 months to complete 
whereas the approved plan was to take 15 months. Construction activities potentially impacting the noise 
environment include demolition and site preparation using heavy equipment such as dozers and front 
loaders, interior construction and mechanical equipment installation requiring compressors and 
generators, and foundation construction/pile driving using pneumatic drills and cranes. Maximum noise 
levels of proposed project construction activities (at 50 feet from the noise source) are expected to range 
from 71 dB(A) for an air compressor with noise reducing features to 100 dB(A) for a pile driver.  As 
discussed in Miramar Hotel and Bungalows Project, Montecito, California Noise Study Addendum 1 - 
Revision 1 - Pile Driving Oceanfront Properties February 22, 2008 Cornelis H. Overweg, P.E., INCE 
Senior Acoustician, Dudek, incorporated herein by reference, pile driving at the Main Building would 
occur over a period of approximately three months.  The nearest sensitive receptors to this construction 
activity include the All Saints by the Sea Church and Preschool as well as several residences.  These 
sensitive receptors are located at a minimum 300 foot distance from the Main Building; as such, noise 
from the pile driving at the Main Building is expected to attenuate to a maximum noise level at the 
nearest of these sensitive receptors of 85 dB(A).  Similar to the approved plan, impacts would be 
potentially significant but would not be substantially more severe than those associated with the 
approved plan.  Mitigations included in 00-ND-003 requiring limitations on construction hours for the 
entire site, specific construction hours for development near the All Saints by the Sea Church and 
Preschool, shielding of construction equipment, and designation of specific construction access routes, 
would be adequate to address short-term noise impacts for most construction activities. As discussed in 
the Noise Study Addendum, cited above,  pile driving at the oceanfront units would occur, at the closest, 
within 6.5 feet of adjacent residences causing noise levels at these residences to reach up to 120 dB(A).  
Approximately one home occurs within 50 feet and two within 100 feet to the east of the easternmost 
oceanfront units and approximately two homes occur within 50 feet and four within 100 feet to the west 
of the westernmost oceanfront units. Due to generation of noise up to 100 dB(A) at 50 feet away from 
residences, and greater unmitigated noise generation at residences closer than 50 feet, consistent with 
County thresholds, additional mitigation would be required to ensure that construction noise affecting 
residences located within 100 feet from pile driving activities (required for repairing the seawall and 
boardwalk) would be adequately mitigated. Implementation of mitigations requiring installation of a 
temporary noise barrier, implementation of a noise monitoring program and the provision to offer off-
site accommodation for residents adjacent to the construction during maximum noise-generating 
activities, would reduce short-term noise impacts associated with pile driving to less than significant 
levels and impacts from the proposed project would not be substantially more severe than impacts 
associated with the approved plan. 

 

 

LONG-TERM IMPACTS TO HOTEL USERS 
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Under the approved plan, the only project components considered to be new noise-sensitive uses were 
the new guestrooms along South Jameson Lane.  Structures already in existence at the time were not 
considered as new noise sensitive uses because of their historic presence on the property. Results of two 
previous noise studies conducted at the project site found ambient noise levels to be 64-75.8 dB(A). 
Construction of a proposed 10 foot tall sound barrier/hedgerow was expected to reduce noise impacts to 
new guestroom areas to below the 65 dB(A) requirement. Therefore, no new significant impacts to hotel 
users with respect to exterior noise was expected as a result of implementation of the approved plan. 
 
Calculations performed to estimate noise levels for the new cottages under the approved plan found that 
interior noise levels would be approximately 44 dB(A) after implementation of mitigation measures 
requiring specific noise-reducing construction techniques. Approved conditions also required follow-up 
noise measurements taken by an acoustical engineer to ensure that interior noise within the guestrooms 
did not exceed 45 dB(A). Measurements in excess of the 45 dB(A) standard would have resulted in 
requirements for implementation of additional noise reduction measures during construction.  In sum, 
under the approved plan, noise impacts associated with operation of the hotel were considered 
potentially significant but mitigable. 

 
Under the proposed project measurements for noise sensitive uses were taken at various points 
throughout the project site (Noise Impact Analysis For The Miramar Hotel And Bungalows, Montecito, 
County Of Santa Barbara, California, Cornelis H. Overweg, P.E., INCE Senior Acoustician, Dudek, 
NOVEMBER 2007 , incorporated herein by reference). Existing noise levels were found to range from 
52 to 66 dB(A), slightly over the 65 dB(A) threshold. The Santa Barbara County Environmental 
Thresholds allow for flexibility in noise thresholds based on the circumstances of a particular project. In 
this case, reasonable flexibility would allow for exterior noise levels of 66 dB(A) as an impact to new hotel 
users on the site of a historically existing hotel. Additionally, the proposed project would include 
construction of 10 foot tall sound wall along the South Jameson Lane frontage which is expected to 
reduce noise impacts below existing levels. Therefore, no new significant impacts to hotel users with 
respect to exterior noise are expected as a result of project implementation and impacts associated with 
the proposed project in this regard are not substantially more severe than impacts associated with the 
approved plan. 
 
Calculations performed to estimate noise levels for new structures under the proposed project found that 
interior noise levels would be approximately 32 dB(A) after implementation of mitigation measures 
requiring specific noise-reducing construction techniques. Mitigation measures taken from 00-ND-003 
would also include follow-up noise measurements taken by an acoustical engineer to ensure that interior 
noise does not exceed 45 dB(A). Measurements in excess of the 45 dB(A) standard would result in 
requirements for implementation of additional noise reduction measures during construction. 

 
 
 
 
LONG-TERM IMPACTS TO SURROUNDING SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 
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Long-term impacts to surrounding sensitive receptors, including nearby residences and the All Saints by the 
Sea Church and Pre-school were expected to be less than significant under the approved plan, although it 
was recommended that noise from beach events and the beach bar be minimized through limitations on the 
hours and size of events. Additionally, the approved plan mitigation measures prohibited amplified sound 
at outdoor events and required that amplified music emanating from the beach bar not be audible offsite or 
on the sandy beach below the bar. Residences north of the Miramar and Highway 101 are beyond the 
County’s 1,600-foot limit for evaluating noise impacts, however, concerns expressed by neighbors about 
possible reflection of freeway noise by the proposed sound wall resulted in investigation of sound reflection 
under the approved plan. Noise reflection was found to result in an approximately 1.1 dB(A) increase to 
property on the north side of the freeway. This level of increase is generally not audible to the human ear 
and therefore was not considered a significant impact. 
 
Under the proposed project, non-amplified music (i.e. guitars, small string trios or quartets, etc.) would 
occur on the beach during a limited number of beach events throughout the year. Background noise levels 
from non-amplified music and human voices during beach events are expected to be nominal (Noise Study 
Addendum-Special Events-Impact Analysis update, Dudek, March 21, 2008, incorporated herein by 
reference). The proposed project does not include a request for amplified music at outdoor events, at the 
pool areas nor at the beach bar.As under the approved plan, the sound wall proposed under the proposed 
project is expected to result in an approximately 1.1 dB(A) increase to property on the north side of the 
freeway. This level of increase is generally not audible to the human ear in field conditions (ArtNek 
Acoustical Analysis for the Miramar Resort Hotel, November 7, 1999, incorporated herein by reference) 
and therefore is not considered a significant impact.  As a result, impacts to sensitive receptors located 
north of the property from reflected highway noise would not be substantially more severe than impacts 
associated with the approved plan. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 
 
The mitigation measures contained in the Noise section of 00-ND-003, including as revised below, 
would be adequate to mitigate potentially significant impacts associated with noise from the proposed 
project. In addition, the following additional mitigation measures are proposed to further minimize 
impacts.  As with the approved plan, the proposed project’s residual impact and contribution to 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Noise-5 Construction routes shall be limited to South Jameson Lane. The applicant shall provide all 

adjacent residents and All Saints by the Sea church and pre-school and Permit Compliance with 
a construction activity schedule and construction routes seven days in advance of construction 
activities. Any alterations or additions shall require seven-day prior notification. Plan 
Requirements and Timing:  The applicant shall submit a copy of the activity schedule and 
mailing list to P&D at least seven days prior to initiation of any earth movement. 

MONITORING :  Permit Compliance shall perform periodic site inspections to verify 
compliance with activity schedules and shall respond to complaints. 
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Noise-6  All construction techniques, recommendations and construction assumptions (e.g., exterior wall 

materials, roof, window, and door materials, etc.) presented in the Dudek Associates’ 
November 2007 acoustical analyses regarding the proposed project shall be incorporated into 
the project design to reduce exterior noise to or below 65 dBA CNEL and interior noise of new 
structures to or below 45 dBA CNEL.  Plan Requirements and Timing:  Construction 
techniques and recommendations of the noise study shall be incorporated into the project 
design and detailed on building plans.  P&D shall verify plans include these requirements prior 
to issuance of any Coastal Development Permits for grading. 
 
MONITORING :  Building inspectors shall ensure that all noise control measures have been 
implemented according to approved plans. 

 
Noise-9  During pile-driving activities a temporary sound wall shall be erected between pile driving 

activities and adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. Temporary sound wall construction 
parameters presented in the Dudek Associates’ March 14, 2008 Noise Study Addendum 
regarding pile driving activities shall be incorporated into the wall design. 
 
MONITORING:   Building inspectors shall ensure that the sound wall has been constructed 
according to parameters presented in the Dudek Associates’ March 14, 2008 Noise Study 
Addendum. 

 
Noise-10 Off-site accommodation for residents in proximity to pile driving shall be provided during 

maximum noise-generating pile driving activities (at or exceeding 95 dB(A) at the source). The 
applicant shall work with neighbors to identify a time when pile-driving activities would cause 
minimal disruption. The applicant shall notify residents of properties located within 100 feet of 
pile driving activities a minimum of 14 days prior to the commencement of activities.  The 
applicant shall provide a notice to residents within 100 feet of pile driving activities that off-
site accommodation will be provided during maximum noise-generating pile driving activities 
and shall provide accommodation as requested. Plan Requirements and Timing: A copy of 
the resident notice shall be provided to P&D. Notices shall include specific written notification 
of the responsible name, location, and telephone number of the individual responsible for 
coordinating accommodations.  
 
MONITORING:   Permit compliance shall document and review notices and shall respond to 
complaints. 

 
Noise-11 The contractor shall develop and implement a Noise Compliance Enforcement Program and 

Public Information and Complaint Response Procedures as presented in the Dudek Associates’ 
March 14, 2008 noise study addendum. Plan Requirements and Timing: A copy of the Public 
Information and Complaint Response Procedures shall be provided to P&D for review prior to 
grading and construction. The name and telephone number of the Noise Compliance 
Enforcement monitor shall be provided to P&D prior to grading and construction. 
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MONITORING :  Permit compliance shall document receipt of the procedures and the name 
and telephone number of the compliance enforcement monitor. 

 
12.  PUBLIC FACILITIES 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING UPDATE 
 
Santa Barbara County generates in excess of 2,000 tons of solid waste per day.  As of 2005, 63% of all 
solid waste generated in the County of Santa Barbara was diverted for recycling or re-use (as certified by 
the California Integrated Waste Management Board). County waste characterization studies estimate that 
implementation of a source reduction and recycling program could reduce the total volume of waste 
generated by new development projects by approximately 50% (Santa Barbara County Environmental 
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, 2006). 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
 
Implementation of the approved plan was not expected to adversely affect police, health care or school 
services, nor was the approved plan expected to result in the need for new or altered sewer system 
facilities. The proposed project would operate at essentially the same occupancy and employment levels 
of the approved plan. Implementation of the proposed project is not expected to result in a significant 
increase in demand for police or health care services or add students to the Unified School District 
beyond County student-generation thresholds and hence, impacts would not be substantially more 
severe. 
 
Unlike the approved plan, the proposed project includes a new sanitary lift station.  Pursuant to the 
Montecito Sanitary District October 2, 2008 letter in which they confirmed the District’s ability to serve 
the proposed project, the applicant would be required to provide the District with a “Dedication 
Agreement for Sewer facilities” to ensure construction of the lift station, engineered plans for all 
required sewage collection system elements and the appropriate connection fees prior to issuance of 
building permits.  Construction impacts associated with infrastructure improvements would be mitigated 
to less than significant levels as per the construction impact mitigation measures included in 00-ND-003. 
 Construction impacts associated with infrastructure improvements would be mitigated as per the 
construction impact mitigation measures included in 00-ND-003 and hence, impacts would not be 
substantially more severe. 
 
With an expected waste generation of approximately 156.5 tons of solid waste per year following 
implementation of an effective source reduction and recycling program, the approved plan was below the 
County’s 196 tons per year significance threshold and was not expected to generate any significant 
project-specific solid waste impacts.  Similarly, with implementation of an effective source reduction 
and recycling program the proposed project is expected to generate approximately 186.4 tons of solid 
waste per year (Public Services Analysis, Miramar Hotel And Bungalows Project, Prepared by: Jane 
Gray, Dudek November 7, 2007 Updated January 2008 Updated February 2008 Updated February 27, 
2008 Updated March 11, 2008 Updated March 14, 2008, incorporated herein by reference). This is 
slightly more (approximately 29.9 tons/year) waste than that generated by the approved plan yet it is still 
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below the significance threshold of 196 tons/year.  Therefore impacts from the proposed project would 
not be substantially more severe than impacts associated with the approved plan.  
 
Generation of waste during construction would approximate 1,487.5 tons of solid waste.  Currently there 
are no construction and demolition thresholds of significance, hence impacts would be less than 
significant.  However, thresholds are being proposed to address projects which generate over 350 tons of 
solid waste during construction.  Mitigation for these projects constitutes development of a Solid Waste 
Management Plan.  The proposed project description includes development of a Solid Waste 
Management Plan for construction which would effectively divert 98.5% of the construction waste 
generated from entering County landfills.  This SWMP would satisfy imminent County requirements. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
With implementation of mitigation measures, the approved plan was expected to generate 112.9 
tons/year less than the previously existing hotel. Therefore, regional cumulative solid waste impacts 
were considered less than significant. With implementation of mitigation measures the proposed project 
is expected to generate only 29.9 tons/year more than the approved plan.  Therefore cumulative impact 
levels are substantially the same in association with the proposed plan as with the approved plan. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 
 
The mitigation measures contained in the Public Facilities section of 00-ND-003 would be adequate to 
mitigate potentially significant public facility impacts from the proposed project.  The recommended 
mitigation below would further reduce impacts.  As with the approved plan, the proposed project’s 
residual impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
 
PUB–4 The proposed SWMP shall be developed in association with County of Santa Barbara Public 

Works Solid Waste staff.  Plan Requirements and Timing:  SWMP shall be developed and 
approved by P&D and PW prior to issuance of follow on Land Use Permits. 

 
MONITORING :  County staff shall ensure receipt of approved SWMP. 
 
13. RECREATION 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
00-ND-003 found no significant impacts to recreational resources associated with the approved plan.   
Similarly, as discussed below, the proposed project would not result in substantially more severe impacts 
than those identified in association with the approved plan. 
 
The proposed project mirrors elements of the approved plan, i.e., elimination of No Trespassing signs, 
commitment to the existing lateral public access easement across Miramar beach, provision of public 
access through the hotel site to the beach, coastal access signage directing the public to the beach through 
the project site and encouraging public use of certain hotel facilities.  The currently proposed project differs 
from the approved plan insofar as it includes a request for the County to abandon the north-south segment 
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of Miramar Avenue to allow uninterrupted pedestrian access throughout the Miramar property.  
Abandonment of Miramar Avenue would result in the elimination of existing public parking (24 spaces) 
and public access provided by Miramar Avenue.   
 
While the approved plan maintained the status quo in respect to public parking along Miramar Avenue, it 
provided no public parking on site and assumed hotel use of 47 of the 48 existing public parking spaces 
along South Jameson Lane and would add 10 spaces on Eucalyptus Lane adjacent to the Spa Building.  The 
proposed project includes new parking stalls specifically dedicated to public use and not to hotel guests 
which approximately recoup the loss of parking along Miramar Avenue resulting in no significant impact 
to public parking in the area and no substantial increase in the severity of impacts attributed to the approved 
plan.   The proposed project’s parking plan includes new spaces located along Eucalyptus Lane adjacent to 
the proposed spa (10 spaces) and along South Jameson Lane at the eastern end of the project site (13 
spaces) in proximity to the Posilipo Lane beach access.  Additionally, the project assumes that the 
reconfigured public spaces along South Jameson Lane, near its intersection with Eucalyptus Lane, would 
be used exclusively by the public and not by the hotel staff or its guests (45 spaces).  Recommended 
mitigation requiring a parking monitoring plan would ensure the successful dedication of these spaces to 
the public. 
 
In perpetuating the status quo of Miramar Avenue, the approved plan did not affect public access through 
the Miramar Hotel site and impacts were considered not significant.  The proposed project includes 
informally rerouting public pedestrian access through the hotel site in a curvilinear alignment just east of 
the existing Miramar Avenue right of way to be dedicated to the County as a formal easement.  While the 
proposed project commitment to allow access would mitigate for the loss of the public right of way, 
recommended mitigation below would require recordation of a public easement across the proposed new 
path through the site connecting to the lateral beach access to retain the public’s right of access in 
perpetuity.  The approved plan included a public pedestrian access link to the beach along a promenade 
centrally located on the site.  The proposed project includes an informal public pedestrian access link to the 
beach along an existing private access easement located on the eastern portion of the site. Recordation of a 
public easement as proposed across this proposed path, as recommended below, would improve upon the 
plan in that it would provide a new public pedestrian coastal access from South Jameson Lane across the 
site and to the beach.  Hence, the proposed project’s impacts to public access remain not significant. 
 
The approved plan included a signage program comprising three signs.  The proposed project includes 
development of a comprehensive signage plan that would clearly mark public routes to the beach both from 
public parking areas and through the site.  This program would improve upon the approved plan.  
Recommended mitigation measure below requiring P&D review and approval of the signage program 
would ensure adequacy of the signage plan. 
 
The approved plan included a total of 12 weddings per year on the beach, lasting a total of 30 minutes and 
limited to a total of 50 people each.  Impacts to public recreation associated with the beach events was 
considered not significant.   The proposed project would include a total of 30 events (inclusive of but not 
restricted to weddings), lasting a total of one hour and limited to a total of 100 people each.  Because public 
lateral access across the beach, consistent with the preexisting recorded property easement language 
(Recorded October 28, 1975, Book 2591, page 617), would be maintained throughout any event, 
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intensification of the exclusive hotel use of the private portion of the beach would have no significant 
impact on public recreational use of the beach and impacts would remain not significant. 
 
Both the approved plan and the proposed project encourage public use of the site.  The proposed project 
improves upon the approved plan in this regard through providing public showers and restrooms adjacent 
to the boardwalk for use by the public.  
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

The Recreation section of 00-ND-003 found that there were no significant impacts to recreational 
resources and hence included no mitigation.  The following recommended mitigations would ensure the 
public’s right of passage through the site is maintained.  As with the approved plan, the proposed 
project’s residual impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
 

1. Access to the Miramar Hotel’s visitor serving amenities (restaurant, spa, beach bar, and the 
beach) shall be open and non-exclusive down to the beach. Plan Requirements and Timing:  
Prior to approval of the first occupancy clearance for the renovated hotel, the applicant shall 
remove all existing “No Trespassing…”, “Private Property…” and “Public Rights on Miramar 
Beach…” signs located throughout the site, and as identified on the Overall Signage and Lighting 
Plan  

MONITORING:   P&D shall perform a walk-through the hotel grounds to verify conformance 
with the approved Overall Signage and Lighting Plan prior to signing off on occupancy 
clearance. Permit Compliance shall respond to complaints regarding restricted access through the 
property. 

2 Public pedestrian access easements shall be recorded in two alignments across the Miramar site:  
from South Jameson along the fire lane in the westerly portion of the site to the remaining Miramar 
Avenue right of way; and from South Jameson Lane, along the private access roadway running 
through the site between the Main Building and the Ballroom, to the boardwalk and thence to the 
beach.  Plan Requirements and Timing:  Easements, subject to review and approval by County 
Counsel, shall be recorded concurrent with the County’s vacation of the north south segment of 
Miramar Avenue. 

 Monitoring :  P&D staff shall ensure recordation of the easements.  

3 The applicant shall develop protocol for informing hotel guests and staff that street parking is for 
the public specifically to ensure that hotel guests and staff do not use the public parking spaces.  
Plan Requirements and Timing:  Protocol shall be developed and presented to P&D in written 
form for review and approval prior to issuance of Land Use Permits. Monitoring :  P&D staff 
shall ensure receipt of the protocol document. 
 

4. The applicant shall submit their proposed signage plan marking public routes through the site to the 
beach to P&D for review and approval.  Plan Requirements and Timing:  Signage plan shall be 
provided to P&D and reviewed and approved prior to approval of Land Use Permits. 
Monitoring :  P&D shall ensure receipt of plan. 
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5. The applicant shall be responsible for monitoring use of parking spaces along Eucalyptus Lane and 

South Jameson Lane to ensure that spaces remain available to the public and are not used by hotel 
guests or employees.  Monitoring shall occur on weekend days throughout the year, during the 
week in the summer months (June 15 – September 15) and on all special event days.  Monitoring 
report shall be submitted to the County annually from the date of final occupancy clearance and 
thereafter.  Plan Requirements and Timing:  applicant shall submit plan for review and approval 
prior to approval of land use permits.  Monitoring :  The County shall receive and file annual 
reports. 

 
14. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
 
TRAFFIC: CONSTRUCTION 
 
Under the approved plan, a total of 4,000 cy of soil was proposed to be exported from the site, resulting 
in a total of 375 to 400 roundtrip truck trips over a 12-week period.  Impacts to circulation were 
considered potentially significant and mitigable.  Under the proposed project, a total of 10,000 cy of soil 
is proposed to be imported to the site which would result in a total of 1,000 roundtrip truck trips over a 
haul period of 12 to 21 days.  In addition, under the approved plan, there would have been other trips 
associated with delivery of materials over the total 15 month construction period, and under the 
proposed project, these would also occur over an 18 to 22 month construction period.  Finally, under the 
approved plan, a total of 125 construction workers would have been required, whereas under the 
proposed project, a total of 250 construction workers would be required.  Site Access, Circulation and 
Parking Evaluation for the Miramar Hotel and Bungalows Project, ATE (Scott Schell) March 11, 2008 
 incorporated herein by reference. 
 
The proposed construction routes for trucks as well as for employees is as follows below: 
 
From U.S. Highway 101 to Miramar 
 
Proposed Northbound Truck Route 
1. Travel northbound on U.S. Highway 101. 
2. Exit San Ysidro off-ramp. 
3. Turn left (south) at the top of the off-ramp onto San Ysidro Road. 
4. Turn left (east) onto South Jameson Lane. 
5. Entrances to the Miramar site are located on left (south side of South Jameson Lane) as follows: 

·  Entrance onto site via vacated Miramar Avenue. 
·  Entrance onto site via Private Road. 

 
Proposed Southbound Truck Route 
1. Travel southbound on U.S. Highway 101. 
2. Exit San Ysidro off-ramp. 
3. Advance straight at top of off-ramp onto South Jameson Lane. 
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4. Entrances to the Miramar site are located on left (south side of South Jameson Lane) as follows: 

·  Entrance onto site via vacated Miramar Avenue. 
·  Entrance onto site via Private Road. 

 
From Miramar to US 101 
 
Proposed Northbound Truck Route 
1. Exit the site via vacated Miramar Avenue or private road by turning left (west) onto South Jameson 

Lane. 
2. Turn right (north) onto San Ysidro Road. 
3. Cross the US 101 bridge. 
4. At the stop sign, turn left (west) onto the northbound on-ramp. 
 
Proposed Southbound Truck Route 
1. Exit the site via vacated Miramar Avenue or private road. 
2. Turn right (east) onto South Jameson Lane. 
3. Head straight to southbound on-ramp to US 101. 
 
The proposed project would generate more construction traffic on area roadways than the approved plan, 
in terms of truck trips and trips by construction workers, and would involve a more intense hauling 
period with 1,000 truck trips generated over a much more concentrated time period of 12 to 21 days 
ATE report, op. cit..  As with the approved plan, impacts would be significant, however, implementation 
of mitigation measures 1 and 2 in the Transportation/Circulation section of the00-ND-003 would be 
adequate to reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.  As a result, residual impacts would not 
be substantially more severe than those associated with the approved plan. 
 
TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 
 
As discussed below, 00-ND-003 found that impacts to area roadways associated with traffic generated 
by the approved plan were not significant and similarly, impacts to area roadways associated with the 
proposed plan would not be significant.  
 
The County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual and the Montecito Community Plan 
provide significance thresholds for evaluating traffic impacts.  Traffic generated by a proposed project 
would create significant impacts if it substantially degraded the level of service along roadways and/or 
intersections.  A significant impact would result where a project adds traffic to an intersection such that 
the volume-to-capacity ratio is increased or the number of trips is increased, as described below: 
 
 
Existing LOS Increase in volume-to-capacity ratio greater than: 
A   0.20 
B   0.15 
C   0.10 
   Or the addition of: 
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D   15 trips 
E   10 trips 
F   5 trips 
 
Under the approved  plan, A.M. and P.M. peak hour traffic volumes for the major intersections near the 
Miramar Hotel were derived from traffic counts conducted by ATE in November of 1998 (ATE 1999), 
and are reported in Table 14-1 below.  In April of 2008, Caltrans updated the traffic counts for the San 
Ysidro Road/U.S. Highway interchange as reported in Table 14-1 below as well (ATE 2008, op. cit.).  

Table 14-1 
Levels of Service at Miramar Intersections 

A.M. P.M. 
Approved 
Plan 

Proposed
Project 

Approved 
Plan 

Proposed 
Project 

Approved
Plan 

Proposed 
Project  

Approved 
Plan 

Proposed 
Plan 

Intersection Control 

Delay* Delay* LOS LOS Delay* Delay* LOS LOS 
San Ysidro 
Road/North 
Jameson 
Lane 

4-way 
stop 

29.9  
31.5 

D  
D 

8.6  
25.2 

B  
D 

San Ysidro 
Road/U.S. 
Highway 
101 NB 
Ramps 

1-way 
stop 

10.1  
12.3 

C  
B 

5.0  
11.3 

A  
B 

San Ysidro 
Road/U.S. 
Highway 
101 SB 
Ramps 

1-way 
stop 

>60  
25.1 

F  
D 

0.6  
15.7 

A  
C 

Notes: LOS based on average delay per vehicle in seconds pursuant to HCM 2000. Source: Caltrans 2008 data 
*Average delay per vehicle in seconds 
ND = no new data were collected for this intersection 
LOS = level of service 
NB = Northbound 
SB = Southbound 
 
In ATE 1999, the LOS D during the A.M. peak hour for the San Ysidro Road/North Jameson Lane was 
centered between 7:55 and 8:25 A.M., and was determined to be related to arrivals and departures at the 
three schools present in the corridor (Howard, Crane, and Montecito Union), as well as the commute 
trips which enter and exit the Montecito area in the morning.  In addition, the operation of the San 
Ysidro/U.S. Highway 101 Southbound Ramps was also determined to be significantly influenced by the 
San Ysidro Road/North Jameson Lane intersection; during the peak A.M. period, queues of northbound 
vehicles back up across the freeway bridge and block the U.S. 101 southbound off-ramp so that vehicles 
wishing to turn left from the ramp are significantly delayed. 
 
In ATE 1999, ATE 2008 (op cit) and updated in ATE August 27, 2008, trip generation data from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation manual were used to estimate the number of 
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trips that would be generated under the approved plan and under the proposed project, respectively (see 
Table 14-2 below).   
 

Table 14-2 
Trip Generation 

Average Daily A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Land Use Size 
Rate Trips Rate Trips Rate Trips 

Approved Plan  
Hotel 
Complex 

213 Rooms 8.92 1,900 0.67 143 0.70 149 

Beach Club 140 
Members x 
23%1 = 32 
Members 

2.00 64 0.051 3 0.111 7 

Spa 10 New 
Guests 

2.00 20 0.051 1 0.111 2 

Employee 
Units 

4 Units 6.63 27 0.51 2 0.62 2 

Total   2,011  149  160 
Proposed Plan 
Hotel 
Complex 

192 Rooms 8.92 1,713 0.67 129 0.70 134 

Beach Club 300 
Members x 
23%1 = 69 
Members 

2.00 138 0.051 7 0.111 15 

Spa 15 New 
Guests 

2.00 30 0.051 2 0.111 3 

Employee 
Units 

4 Units 6.63 27 0.51 2 0.62 2 

Total   1,908  140  154 
Net Change    -103   -9   -6 
Note: 
1 The trip generation analysis completed for the increase in beach club members was developed based on weekday 

membership utilization data collected at the Coral Casino Beach Club located at the nearby Biltmore Hotel (ATE 2008). 
 
Under the approved plan, the project would have added a total of 34 ADT (average daily trips) and 3 
PHT (peak hour trips) to area roadways (ATE 1999).  Under the proposed project, a total of 103 fewer 
ADT would be generated than under the approved plan, and 6 fewer PHTs (P.M.) than under the 
approved plan.  Under the approved plan, ATE determined how the average daily A.M. and P.M. peak 
hour trips that would be generated by the project would be distributed on area roadways in the Montecito 
area based on the percentages shown in Table 14-3 below (ATE 1999).  The percentages are “based on 
travel patterns observed in the study area [at the time of the traffic counts] as well as a consideration of 
retail, employment, and recreational opportunities in the Montecito/Santa Barbara area.”  Trips generated 
by the proposed project are also extrapolated using the same percentages in the table below. 
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Table 14-3 
Project Trip Assignments 

Approved Plan Proposed Project Route Direction Percent 
ADT PHT ADT PHT 

To U.S. 
Highway 101 

Northbound 45% 15 1  
-46 

 
-3 

To U.S. 
Highway 101 

Southbound 35% 12 1  
-36 

 
-2 

Along San 
Ysidro Road 

North 20% 7 1  
-21 

 
-1 

Total   34 3  
-103 

 
-6 

 
According to Will Robertson (verbal discussion with P&D staff, September 16, 2008), the County’s 
traffic engineer, the reduction of 6 PHTs would result in a decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratio when 
compared to the approved plan, and therefore would not trigger a significant impact on the intersection 
of San Ysidro Road/U.S. Highway 101 Southbound Offramp/Eucalyptus Lane. 
 
New traffic counts were conducted (April of 2008 by CALTRANS and used by ATE in their August 27, 
2008 update of the project’s traffic analysis) for the other intersections that were studied under the 
approved plan (i.e., San Ysidro Road/U.S. Highway 101 Northbound On- and Off-ramps and San Ysidro 
Road/North Jameson Lane).  The intersections were found to be operating at LOS B through LOS D and 
the reduction of trips to these intersections would incrementally improve overall traffic conditions when 
compared to the approved plan. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant 
impact on these intersections as well. 
 
PARKING:  CONSTRUCTION 
 
00-ND-003 found that parking impacts associated with construction could be mitigated to less than 
significance.  As discussed under Traffic above, the proposed project would double the number of 
construction workers onsite, which could significantly impact parking in the area if construction workers 
were allowed to park on area roadways.  However, mitigation measure number 2 in the 
Transportation/Circulation section of the 00-ND-003 restricts construction workers from parking on 
public roadways.  Therefore, this mitigation measure would be adequate to bring this potentially 
significant impact to less than significant levels and impacts associated with the proposed project would 
not be substantially more severe than impacts associated with the approved plan. 
 
PARKING OPERATIONS 
 
00-ND-003 found that operational impacts associated with parking for the approved plan would be less 
than significant.  Similarly, as discussed below, operational impacts associated with parking for the 
proposed plan would be less than significant.  Parking demands for the approved plan as well as for the 
proposed project were estimated by ATE using Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) parking demand rates for 
individual hotel components as shown in shown in Tables 14-4 and 14-5.   The peak demands shown in 
Tables 14-4 and 14-5 are not additive because they will occur at different times of the day.  Therefore, 
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Tables 14-4 and 14-5 provide the “worst-case scenario” daytime and evening peak parking demand for 
the approved plan and the proposed project, respectively. 
 
 
 

Table 14-4 
Peak Parking Demands (Weekend) for Individual Uses 

 Approved Plan 
(ATE 1999) 

Proposed Project 
(ATE 2008) 

Use 

Size Parking Rate Peak 
Demand 

Size Parking Rate Peak 
Demand 

Hotel Guests 213 hotel 
rooms 

1.0 space/room 213 192 hotel 
rooms 

1.0 space/room 192 

Hotel 
Employees 

Included in Hotel Guest Nos. (a) 102 
employees(b) 

0.18 
spaces/room 

 
34 

Fine Dining 
Restaurant 

5,500 SF 10 spaces/1,000 
SF 

55 4,740 SF 10 
spaces/1,000 
SF 

47 

Family Style 
Restaurant 

Included in Fine Dine Nos. 1,221 SF 7.5 
spaces/1,000 
SF 

9 

Beach and 
Tennis Club 

140 
members 

0.5 
spaces/member 

70 300 members 0.3 
spaces/membe
r 

90 

Spa 10 public 
visitors 

5 visitor spaces 5 15 public 
visitors 

0.3 
spaces/visitor 

5 

Banquet 
Facilities (c) 

500 person 
peak event 

0.35 
spaces/guest 

175 300 person 
average size 
event  

0.35 
spaces/guest 

105 

 600 person 
special event 

0.35 
spaces/guest 

210 600 person 
special event 

0.35 
spaces/guest 

210 

 
Notes: 
(a) Estimated hotel parking demands include spaces required for on-site employee apartment units. 
(b) Urban Land Institute (ULI) calculates employee demands based on the number of rooms provided (192 rooms X 0.18 = 

employee spaces). 
(c) Banquet demands assume 30% of guests are affiliated with the hotel and assumes an average vehicle occupancy of 2 

people per vehicle. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 14-5 
Peak Parking Demand – 600 Person Special Event 

Use  Approved Plan Proposed Project 
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(ATE 1999) (ATE 2008) 
Size Peak  

Afternoon 
Demand  
(4 pm) 

Peak 
Evening 
Demand  
(9 pm) 

Size Peak  
Afternoon 
Demand  
(4 pm) 

Peak 
Evening 
Demand  
(6 pm) 

Hotel Guests 213 hotel 
rooms 

128 202 192 hotel 
rooms 

144 163 

Hotel 
Employees 

Included in Hotel Guest Nos. (a) 100 
employees(b) 

 
31 

 
14 

Fine Dining 
Restaurant 

5,500 SF 33 55 4,740 SF 21 43 

Family Style 
Restaurant 

Included in Fine Dine Nos. 1,221 SF 4 6 

Beach and 
Tennis Club 

140 
members 

51 8 300 members 86 46 

Spa 10 public 
visitors 

5 0 15 public 
visitors 

4 1 

Banquet 
Facilities (c) 

600 person 
special event 

210 210 600 person 
special event 

210 210 

Total   427 475   
500 

 
483 

 
Under the approved plan, 416 parking spaces were to be provided onsite plus 28 overflow spaces could 
be provided on the tennis courts (for a total of 444 spaces total); leaving them short of their anticipated 
peak demand (originally the previous owner proposed to count an additional 44 public spaces along 
South Jameson Lane towards their hotel use but were disallowed to do this by the Montecito Planning 
Commission) (see the Montecito Planning Commission’s action letter from their July 1, 2002 hearing on 
an amendment to the  approved plan).  Additionally, County parking ordinance required 599 parking 
spaces for the hotel uses, leaving them 183 spaces short (not counting the overflow parking).  A 
modification to the County’s parking ordinance was granted by the County for the approved plan. 
 
Under the proposed project, 551 parking spaces would be provided onsite for hotel use plus the 28 
overflow spaces that could be provided on the tennis courts.  The amount of onsite parking would 
exceed the anticipated peak demand for the site, however, County parking ordinance requires a total of 
639 onsite parking spaces for the hotel uses (see project description), leaving them 88 spaces short.  
Therefore, the applicant seeks a modification to the County’s parking ordinance for the proposed project 
as well. 
 
Given that the number of parking spaces provided onsite under the proposed project would meet their 
anticipated peak demand and given that the project would be short 88 spaces as opposed to 183 spaces 
under the approved plan, the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on parking for 
hotel uses and impacts would not be substantially more severe than under the approved plan. 
 
CIRCULATION:  CONSTRUCTION 
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The County has no thresholds of significance for construction traffic.  As discussed in Traffic above, the 
proposed project would result in a larger number of truck trips (approximately 600 over and above the 
approved project) and construction worker trips on area roadways, resulting in potentially significant 
impacts on circulation in the area.  However, no construction traffic is proposed up or down Eucalyptus 
Lane.  In addition, mitigation measure number 1 of the Transportation/Circulation section of the 00-ND-
003 restricts construction traffic to non-peak periods and mitigation number 2, as modified below, 
requires traffic control monitors whenever and wherever heavy construction equipment is traversing 
and/or operating on or near South Jameson Lane, San Ysidro Road, the north-south segment of Miramar 
Avenue, and Posilipo Lane.  Finally, the applicant will be required to obtain a haul permit from the 
County Roads Division prior to issuance of land use permits, where County Roads will require the 
applicant to pay for any damages to area roads cause by construction.  Therefore, potentially significant 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels and impacts would not be substantially more 
severe than those associated with the approved plan.. 
 
CIRCULATION:  OPERATIONS 
 
Abandonment of the North-South Segment of Miramar Avenue 
 
Under the proposed project, the County would abandon the north-south segment of Miramar Avenue.  
No parcels exit to this segment of Miramar Avenue, except for the Miramar Hotel itself, however, area 
residents and beachgoers travel up and down this segment to get to and from Eucalyptus Lane, the east-
west segment of Miramar Avenue, and South Jameson Lane.  All of the traffic along this segment of 
Miramar Avenue is anticipated to travel up and down Eucalyptus Lane and the east-west segment of 
Miramar Avenue from South Jameson Lane, rather than making a loop along the north-south segment of 
Miramar Avenue to get back to South Jameson Lane.  
 
ATE collected 24-hour roadway traffic count data on Miramar Avenue in July 2007 to determine the 
average daily traffic (ADT) that would be diverted (ATE 2008).  Miramar Avenue carries 74 ADT on 
weekdays and 107 ADT on weekends, with an average of 3 trips during the A.M. peak hour and 7 trips 
during the P.M. peak hour.  According to ATE (2008), these volumes are relatively low and would not 
measurably affect traffic flows on Eucalyptus Lane.  Therefore, diversion of traffic would have a less 
than significant impact on circulation in the area. 
 
Eucalyptus Lane-San Ysidro Road/U.S. Highway 101 off-ramp-South Jameson Lane Intersection 
 
ATE (2008) also conducted A.M. and P.M. peak turning movement counts at Eucalyptus Lane-San 
Ysidro/U.S. Highway 101 Southbound off-ramp-South Jameson Lane intersection.  The intersection is 
controlled by stop signs on the U.S. Highway 101 Southbound off-ramp and South Jameson Lane 
approaches, however, the Eucalyptus Lane and San Ysidro Road approaches are uncontrolled (free 
flow).  ATE observed that there is some confusion with drivers exiting the off-ramp who were unsure of 
who had the right-of-way.  Some drivers were observed stopping at the Eucalyptus Lane approaches 
which are not controlled by stop signs.  The sight distance for vehicles stopped at the westbound South 
Jameson Lane approach looking south on Eucalyptus Lane is also somewhat constrained.  Based on 
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these field observations, ATE recommends that the County install all-way stop signs to eliminate 
confusion.  However, the proposed project is not anticipated to significantly affect this issue. 
 
South Jameson Lane/Hotel Driveway Intersection 
 
Levels of service were calculated for the hotel driveway intersection with South Jameson Lane based on 
trip generation rates developed for the hotel (see Table 14-1) and the existing traffic counts conducted on 
South Jameson Lane (ATE 2008).  ATE determined that the proposed entrance driveway would operate 
at an LOS A during both morning and afternoon peak periods with existing + project volumes.  
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Caltrans is currently planning the South Coast 101 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) project on Highway 
101 near the Miramar property, where Caltrans is proposing to add an HOV lane in each direction from 
Sycamore Creek in the City of Santa Barbara south to 0.44 mile south of the Carpinteria Creek Bridge in 
the City of Carpinteria (Chris Schaeffer, Caltrans District 5 Development Review, pers. comm. March 
21, 2008).  Development of the initial design and preparation of environmental studies for this project 
have recently been initiated and release of the draft environmental document is currently scheduled for 
spring 2011.  A range of alternatives is being considered, however alternatives that would require 
significant changes to the frontage roads and adjacent properties in the area of the Miramar Hotel are 
expected to be “considered but rejected” due to the highway right of way limitations in this corridor 
(Chris Schaeffer, Caltrans District 5 Development Review, pers. comm. March 21, 2008).  Caltrans 
anticipates that most of the viable and feasible alternatives would focus on widening the 101 “to the 
middle” or toward the existing median in constrained locations.  Some overpass and ramp improvements 
are anticipated throughout the project limits. 
 
Construction of the proposed project is targeted for 2010 and expected to take 22 months to complete, 
which is likely not going to overlap with Caltrans’ South Coast 101 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
project.  In addition, because Caltrans’ project would not likely affect South Jameson or the Miramar 
property itself, encroachment into the road right-of-way for South Jameson Lane is not anticipated to 
affect the Caltrans project or County roads.  Finally, the proposed project is not anticipated to 
significantly impact the Highway 101 off-ramps or on-ramps to San Ysidro Road, however, Caltrans’ 
potential improvements to the overpass and ramps would improve site conditions.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not anticipated to have a considerable contribution to these new cumulative impacts 
on transportation/circulation. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS  
 
The mitigation measures contained in the Transportation/Circulation section of 00-ND-003 would be 
adequate to mitigate potentially significant transportation/circulation impacts associated with the 
proposed project. This includes the mitigation measure requiring all workers’ vehicles, construction 
equipment, and/or delivery trucks to park on-site and not on public roadways, including South Jameson 
Lane, which is not identified in the proposed project description but shall remain as required under this 
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existing mitigation measure. Mitigation Measure No. 2 has been modified below to match the proposed 
construction routes associated with the proposed project.  As with the approved plan, the proposed 
project’s residual impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
 
2. The applicant shall ensure that a traffic control monitor (flag person) is posted on public roadways 

as needed during construction.  Plan Requirements:  The monitor(s) shall direct traffic whenever 
heavy construction equipment is traversing and/or operating on or near South Jameson Lane, San 
Ysidro Road, north-south segment of Miramar Avenue, and Posilipo Lane, and any other time(s) 
and location(s) warranted to ensure public safety.  Timing:   The traffic monitor shall be posted 
throughout the demolition and construction periods, as necessary. 

 
MONITORING:   Permit Compliance shall spot check during demolition and construction to verify 
traffic monitor(s) present as needed.  The applicant’s designee and Public Works, Roads Division shall 
respond to complaints. 
 
3. A Final Miramar Parking Plan shall be provided. The Final Plan shall include all elements of the Draft 

Plan and shall also provide for a designated traffic coordinator, examples of notices to inform guests of 
parking procedures and locations, parking signage, an overall site parking exhibit and an exhibit 
indicating where additional on-site parking could be developed. The Final Miramar Parking Plan shall 
be implemented as approved. Additionally, the applicant shall prepare annual compliance report 
listing the total number of parking spaces used during all events (beach event, conferences, special 
events, etc.) which generate 500 cumulative patrons or more at any one time. The compliance report 
shall provide the date, type of event(s) and maximum number of parking spaces used during the 
event(s). One year after the beginning of operations, Planning & Development shall provide the 
compliance report to the Montecito Planning Commission (review to occur during Planning & 
Development Divisional Briefing on Administrative Agenda). Plan Requirements and Timing:  
The Miramar Parking Plan shall be reviewed and approved by P&D and Public Works 
Transportation Division prior to approval of follow-on Land Use Permits. A review of the parking 
operations shall be made by the Montecito Planning Commission 12 months after occupancy of the 
site in order to determine the adequacy of the parking operations under the approved Parking Plan. 
If it is determined that the Miramar Parking Plan is inadequate to effectively park vehicles attributed to 
hotel activities, and upon a demonstrated need to require additional on-site parking spaces or reduce 
the number of patrons attending events, changes to the approved Development Plan shall be processed 
consistent with Section 35-174.10. Substantial Conformity, Amendments and Revisions. If it is 
determined that the valet-only parking approach is inadequate, such changes may include 
implementation of the self-parking alternative (146 spaces converted from valet to self-parking) as 
described and shown in sheets A2.01-M and A2.02-M in the project plans dated September 8, 2008 
(attached to the October 8, 2008 staff report). All self-parking shall be free of charge. 
MONITORING :  Permit Compliance and Public Works, Roads Division Staff shall respond to 
complaints. P&D shall convey compliance reports to the Montecito Planning Commission at the 12 
month review and return annually until the MPC determines that annual reporting is no longer 
necessary. 
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15. WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING 
 
IMPACT DISCUSSION 
 
The approved plan had a service commitment from the Montecito Water District (MWD).  The approved 
plan also proposed use of an existing on site well to satisfy the project’s water needs for irrigation and 
laundry (total demand of 13.7 acre feet per year).  00-ND-003 found no significant impacts associated with 
water use by the approved plan on groundwater resources.   
 
The currently proposed project also has a commitment for service from the Montecito Water District 
(certification of water service availability dated May 10, 2007 and subsequent District Water Service letter 
dated July 29, 2008) which anticipates total water usage by the project at approximately 45 acre feet per 
year (AFY) excluding water for landscape irrigation. No construction or use of a water well would occur 
under the proposed project.  
 
The MWD has the ability to serve all its water customers as documented by the General Manager Tom 
Mosby for both short and long-term needs (letter dated July 30, 2008). District water supply is taken 
from 5 sources:  Cachuma Lake, Jameson Lake, Doulton Tunnel, District groundwater basin, and 
District allocation from the State Water Project. While there is recent concern regarding the District’s 
water demand and supply imbalance (refer to the PowerPoint slides contained in the July 30, 2008 letter 
and District Ordinance 89 which contains findings identifying the current imbalance), the District is 
committed to serving all its existing customers. In response to the current water supply/demand 
imbalance, the Montecito Water District Board acted to approve Ordinance 90 and Resolution 2047 
(adopted water rates and service) at their August 20, 2008 meeting. The Ordinance and Resolution 
establish proven conservation efforts in the form of new classification definitions and a conservation rate 
structure which would address the current water supply and demand imbalance by establishing an 
increased rate structure for customers using more than their base allotments. 
 
In their letter dated July 29, 2008, the MWD provided the rationale they used to estimate water usage 
from the proposed project at 45 AFY.  The District also confirmed that while the base allotment to the 
Miramar would be 45 AFY, the Miramar, like any other customer, could use in excess of the base 
allotment for an increased cost.  In their letter dated July 29, 2008, the Caruso team confirmed that they 
accepted the base allotment and that their projections showed that the project would use a total of 51.3 
AFY for all hotel needs including landscaping. The Caruso team subsequently provided a second letter 
dated August 20, 2008 which further substantiates the project’s proposed water demand. 
 
The District’s commitment to serve on the basis that the Miramar has five existing water meters and is an 
existing customer, along with the fact that the district has adequate resources to serve existing customers 
including excess water available for purchase in the market (Tom Mosby, Montecito Water District 
Manager, August 6 and August 28, 2008), constitutes the basis for a determination of no significant 
impacts to groundwater. Further, the proposed project would neither result in new significant 
environmental effects on groundwater resources nor a substantial increase in the severity of effects over and 
above the approved Schrager plan.     
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The project site overlies a perched groundwater table.  Reports collected over a span of ten years have 
found groundwater levels to be fairly stable at minus five feet to about plus three feet above mean sea level 
(msl) (Preliminary Geotechnical Report, January 4, 2008, Fugro West, Inc., op. cit.), at approximately five 
feet above msl (Memorandum, Timothy Nicely, P.G., dated September 17, 2007, incorporated herein by 
reference) and at about 10 feet above msl (Hoffman, 1998).  00-ND-003 found potentially significant and 
mitigable impacts associated with flooding and drainage.  Focusing on impacts associated with developing 
in areas of shallow groundwater, mitigation included development and implementation of a comprehensive 
drainage plan which included dewatering provisions during construction and the use of subdrains for any 
structure that was to be completed at an elevation below existing ground surface.   
 
The proposed project includes two levels of basement parking under the Ballroom at the lowest portion of 
the site with the finish floor elevation for the basement of the Ballroom structure planned at 16 feet above 
msl (Memo on Groundwater, Kenneth Clements, GE 2010 dated March 13, 2008, incorporated herein by 
reference).  In consideration of the required two feet of overexcavation, soil disturbance during pad 
preparation would be at approximately 14 feet above msl.  This is above the recorded groundwater levels 
on the site.  Because this construction would occur above the existing ground surface, no impacts 
associated with dewatering either during construction or through operation would result.  Hence, impacts 
associated with the proposed project are less than those associated with the approved project.  Regardless, 
in the unlikely event that groundwater is encountered during construction, previously adopted mitigation 
would apply and impacts associated with development in areas of shallow groundwater would be reduced 
to less than significant resulting in a project with no substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects.   
 
Worst case pile driving of the project would be associated with the oceanfront buildings.  Here the bottom 
of the piles would be driven to an elevation of about minus 20 feet.  According to the Fugro report, Survey 
of Small Water Systems Surrounding the Miramar Property dated September 27, 2007, incorporated herein 
by reference, the surrounding private wells are generally drilled to depths of between 88 feet (Lingate 
Lane well) and 220 feet (Corral Gardens well) below ground surface.  The aquifer is located at 75 to 100 
feet below grade and extends to a depth ranging from 100 to 150 feet.  Depths to top of the well casing 
perforations are reportedly between 68 feet and 90 feet below ground surface.  Piles driving would then 
result in pile tip elevations at least 40 feet above the top of the perforations on the surrounding private 
wells.  As a result, there would be no significant impact to the aquifer associated with the project.  
 
The approved project included a preliminary drainage plan to convey surface water runoff from the site into 
Oak Creek.  Flooding impacts associated with a potential failure of the drainage plan were determined to be 
potentially significant and mitigation requiring review and approval by Flood Control of the final drainage 
plan was incorporated into the project.  The proposed project includes a drainage plan comprising both 
surface flow and subsurface drainage infrastructure that ultimately directs surface water runoff to two 
discharge points on the site:  one at the eastern end of the property, where drainage would be directed into 
Oak Creek, and the other at an existing 21” reinforced concrete pipe (rcp) under the UPRR tracks (near 
the RR crossing) where drainage is directed to the beach.  According to the Penfield and Smith Preliminary 
Drainage Report dated December 12, 2007, overall runoff from the site during a 100 year storm event 
under the proposed project would be reduced under post project conditions due to the fact that the site 
would have a lesser amount of impervious surface than in the pre-project condition.  Runoff directed to 
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Oak Creek would be less than under pre project conditions and runoff directed to the beach would be 
slightly increased over pre project levels (1.75 cfs) during the 100 year storm event.  In an email dated May 
30, 2008,Tom Fayram, Deputy Director Public Works (Flood Control) states “Although this results in more 
drainage to this area, the pipe can handle the flows and since the discharge is to the ocean, there are no 
impacts from flooding to other properties”.  As a result the additional flow of 1.75 cfs through the 21” rcp 
to the beach does not constitute a substantial increase in runoff flows.  County Flood Control has assessed 
and on a preliminary basis accepted the proposed drainage plan.  Adopted mitigation would ensure Flood 
Control review and approval of a final drainage plan resulting in no substantial increase in the severity of 
impacts over and above those associated with the approved plan. 
 
The approved project maintained the status quo with respect to development in the floodplain: where there 
had been an existing building, the approved project included demolition of the old and construction of a 
proposed new building.  The proposed project however includes installation of fill materials to support 
development in the floodplain of Oak Creek such that there would be a total new displacement of 7.6 acre 
feet of volume during a 100 year storm event, equating to a ¾ inch increase in average flood elevations in 
the surrounding area.  In an email dated March 14, 2008, Tom Fayram confirmed that the floodplain area 
on the project site is an extreme “bulb” and “intuitively it is easy to conclude that the “bulb” area is not 
effective flow area, meaning the area does not contribute significantly, if at all, to the flood carrying 
capacity of the system”  Mr. Fayram goes on to conclude that “in practicality, such an increase [of ¾ inch 
during severe flood flows] could not even be measured given the wave action and turbulence in high flood 
flows”. 
 
Craig A. Steward, P.E., CFM of Penfield and Smith prepared a report entitled Oak Creek Flood Analysis 
for Miramar Beach Resort and Bungalows,dated March 7, 2008 (on file with P&D and available upon 
request) analyzing whether the project meets standard floodplain safety requirements and also providing 
information regarding potential impacts on adjacent and downstream properties.  Conclusions of the report 
include: 
 

·  In the post-project condition, for flows less than or equal to the 100-year event in Oak Creek, there 
will be no increase in flow rate compared to the pre-project condition for adjacent property due to 
the Miramar Project. 

·  In the post-project condition upstream of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), for flows less than or 
equal to the 100-year event in Oak Creek, there will be no change in water surface elevation 
compared to the pre-project condition for adjacent property due to the Miramar Project. 

·  In the post-project condition, for flows less than or equal to the 100-year event in Oak Creek, there 
will be no change in flow velocity for property downstream of the UPRR. 

·  In the post-project condition, for flows less than or equal to the 100-year event in Oak Creek, there 
will not be a significant change in flow velocity for property upstream of the UPRR because the 
greatest estimated increases in post-project flow velocity will be significantly less than the County’s 
standard protocol rule of thumb which is a de minimus change of greater than five feet per second. 

·  In the post-project condition the peak flow rate downstream of the UPRR is estimated to increase 
from 3,510 cfs to 3,600 cfs during the most extreme storm conditions equivalent to concurrent 100-
year flooding in Oak Creek and San Ysidro Creek.  The resulting maximum increase in average 
flood depth in this area would be about ¾ of an inch.  An increase in flood elevation of ¾ of an inch 
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is not measureable and hence impacts associated with the proposed project would not constitute a 
substantial increase in severity over impacts associated with the approved project. 

 
This Penfield and Smith report has been reviewed by County Flood Control and accepted as adequate (Tom 
Fayram, March 14, 2008) both in respect to its approach and its conclusions.  In sum, impacts associated 
with proposed project development in the floodplain would be less than significant consistent with impacts 
identified in association with the approved project and would not be substantially more severe than those 
previously assessed. 
 
The approved plan proposed no changes to the existing seawall and boardwalk.  The proposed project 
would repair the existing seawall and boardwalk in situ.  The seawall and boardwalk have been effective in 
protecting the Oceanfront buildings to date and their reinforcement would only perpetuate the adequate 
protection they afford.  As a result, restoration of the seawall contemplated under the proposed project 
would result in no new significant effects over and above those identified in the ND for the approved 
project. 
 
The approved project included restoration of the ocean front units on the project site.  Because there was no 
change from the then baseline, 00-ND-003 did not discuss the issue of wave action overtopping the 
bulkhead.  The proposed plan however, includes demolition and reconstruction of the oceanfront units.  
The applicant submitted a “Wave Runup & Coastal Hazard Analysis, Miramar Hotel and Bungalows Site, 
Montecito, Santa Barbara County” November 2007, by GeoSoils Inc. and updated March 13, 2008 
(GeoSoils 2008).  That study indicates the finished floor elevation of Oceanfront building 03, which is 
located to the east of the existing seawall and behind a bulkhead, would be set at two feet above the 
adjacent grade to elevation +19.1 feet.  The Wave Runup and Coastal Hazard Study calculates the 100 Year 
recurrence interval wave overtopping to conservatively be 1.5 feet of water at the bulkhead, not at the 
building; the study assumes that the lawn areas will dissipate the water efficiently enough to reduce any 
impacts associated with wave run up to less than significant.  Because there is some potential for the rare 
coincidence of very high tides and high waves overtopping the bulkhead reaching the finished floor 
elevation of the building, the project would include floor shields, which while not required by FEMA, are 
considered a best management practice.  Therefore, impacts from wave action on Oceanfront buildings 
would remain not significant.   
 
Finally, the proposed project includes Best Management Practices designed to fulfill the storm water 
quality mandates of the NPDES General Permit for new projects in Santa Barbara County.  This general 
permit was not in effect at the time the approved plan was assessed.   
 
Proposed project elements designed to address NPDES mandates include the significant use of covered 
underground parking, landscape areas, micro detention and infiltration prior to entry into storm drains, 
appropriate design of maintenance bays and docks, and the use of covered and controlled trash enclosures.  
Treatment for storm water runoff from vehicular road surfaces includes a combination of bioretention, 
infiltration, and/or cartridge-type water quality inlets.  Methods to be employed to obviate contamination of 
groundwater from application of chemicals during landscape maintenance include natural fertilization 
methods, controlled irrigation and water quality control.  The Water Agency has preliminarily approved 
these proposed project components and with the Water Agency’s continued oversight and the standard 
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required submittal of a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), water quality impacts associated 
with the project would be less than significant. 
 
Short term impacts to water quality associated with construction are mitigated to less than significant levels 
by the imposition of standard mitigations. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

The mitigation measures contained in the Water Resources/Flooding section of 00-ND-003 would be 
adequate to mitigate potentially significant water resource and flooding impacts associated with the 
proposed project.  In addition, the following mitigation measures are recommended to implement current 
county standards to further minimize impacts associated with water quality. As with the approved plan, 
the proposed project’s residual impact and contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
1 Pursuant to County Ordinance 3898, the lowest finish floor elevation of all new structures, 

inhabitable spaces, shall be at least two (2) feet above the 100-year water surface elevation. Plan 
Requirements:  Graded pads with slab on grade foundations shall be at least 1.5 feet above the 
100-year water surface elevation, with finish floor 2 feet above the 100-year elevation. Finish 
floor elevations may be increased if deemed necessary by the Flood Control Engineer. Finish 
floor elevations shall be higher than overland escape of adjacent streets, bridges and other 
obstructions. Timing:   Building plans shall be reviewed and approved by P&D and Flood 
Control prior to issuance of follow-on Land Use Permits.  

MONITORING :  Building inspectors shall site inspect during construction. 

 
2 The applicant shall submit proof of exemption or a copy of the Notice of Intent to obtain 

coverage under the Construction General Permit of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Plan Requirements and 
Timing: Prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permits the applicant shall submit proof of 
exemption or a copy of the Notice of Intent and shall provide a copy of the required Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to P&D. A copy of the SWPPP must be maintained on the 
project site during grading and construction activities. 

 
MONITORING   P&D shall review the documentation prior to issuance of Coastal Development 
Permits. P&D shall site inspect during construction for compliance with the SWPPP. 

 
3 The following measures and requirements shall be incorporated into the project Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP shall incorporate all feasible Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) to reduce erosion from construction activities, to prevent sediment in storm 
water discharges, and to minimize non-storm water pollutants at the project site to the maximum 
extent possible. 

 
a) The SWPPP shall include spill containment measures and communications and shall 

restrict road paving to dry weather. 
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b) Temporary stockpiles at the project site shall be protected from erosion by the combined 
use of surface stabilization, upslope runoff diversions, temporary berms around the 
perimeter, perimeter interceptor ditches, and temporary downstream catchments, as 
necessary and appropriate. Stockpiles that are present during the winter season 
(designated the following period for this project: November 1 to April 1) shall be 
protected from erosion due to direct precipitation or runoff during the winter by the use of 
surface stabilization (such as erosion control blankets or temporary seed cover) and 
perimeter berms and catchments.  

 
c) BMPs to prevent discharge of construction materials, contaminants, washings, concrete, 

asphalt, fuels, and oils shall include the following measures: 
 
i. All fuel, lubricants, paints and other construction liquids shall be placed in secured and 
covered containers within a bermed or otherwise contained area at least 200 feet from the 
creek.    
ii. Refueling shall only occur in bermed areas with impermeable surfaces at least 200 feet 
from the creek or ocean.  
iii. Implement measures and provide materials to contain any accidental spills or leakage 
during the fueling of construction equipment at the site. 
iv. Equipment washing and major maintenance at the project site, except for washdown of 
vehicles to remove dirt, shall be prohibited. 
v. Ensure that all construction vehicles and equipment that enter the construction and 
grading areas are properly maintained (off-site) to prevent leaks of fuel, oil and other 
vehicle fluids 
vi. All refuse and construction debris shall be removed from the site as soon as possible. 
 

d) Two weeks or more prior to the beginning of the winter season (designated November 1 
for this project) erosion control BMPs shall be installed at the site in anticipation of rain 
events. Due to the extensive area and volume to be graded at the project site and the 
proximity of the creek, erosion control measures shall include more than the placement of 
silt fences. Additional controls shall include other BMPs that are equally or more 
effective, and that provide redundancy, such as temporary grass cover, interceptor ditches, 
coconut fiber rolls, erosion control mats, and temporary catchment basins. 

 

e) All entrances/exits to the construction site shall be stabilized (e.g. using rumble plates, 
gravel beds or other best available technology) to reduce transport of sediment off site.  
Any sediment or other materials tracked off site shall be removed the same day as they 
are tracked using dry cleaning methods. 

f)  All storm drain or other drainage inlets shall be protected from sediment-laden waters by 
the use of inlet protection devices such as gravel bag barriers, filter fabric fences, block 
and gravel filters, and excavated inlet sediment traps. 
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g) Sediment control measures shall be maintained for the duration of the project and until 
graded areas have been stabilized by structures, long-term erosion control measures or 
vegetation.  

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: These measures shall be included in the required SWPPP.  P&D and 
the Water Agency shall ensure that the SWPPP contains these measures.  This condition shall be shown 
on all project plans prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permit, and shall be included in all 
specifications and bid packages for the project contract.  Monitoring: P&D staff shall check plans prior to 
issuance of the follow-on Coastal Development Permit.  The applicant shall provide a copy of the draft 
and final SWPPP after their preparation and prior to implementation of any project activities.  
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT FINDINGS 
 
It is the finding of the Planning and Development Department that the previous environmental document 
as herein amended may be used to fulfill the environmental review requirements of the current project, 
except for an evaluation of impacts on historic resources.  Because the current project meets the 
conditions for the application of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, preparation of a new EIR or 
Negative Declaration is not required for the issue areas discussed above. 
 
Discretionary processing of the Miramar Beach Resort and Bungalows Project and case nos. 07RVP-
00000-00009, 07CUP-00000-00045, 07CUP-00000-00046, 07CUP-00000-00047, and 08CUP-00000-
00005 may now proceed with the understanding that any substantial changes in the proposal may be 
subject to further environmental review. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF STORY POLES – DECEMBER 2007 

(PRE-MONTECITO MONTECITO PLANNING COMMISSION HEARIN GS, 2008) 
 

 
Photograph 1.  Proposed Ballroom and Main Building looking southwest from South Jameson Lane. 
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Photograph 2.  Proposed Ballroom and Main Building looking southeast from South Jameson Lane. 
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Photograph 3.  Proposed Lanai L9 Building and Spa looking southeast from South Jameson Lane. 
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Photograph 4.  Closeup of proposed Ballroom Building looking southeast from South Jameson Lane. 
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Photograph 5.  Closeup of proposed Ballroom Building looking south from South Jameson Lane. 
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Photograph 6.  Closeup of proposed Ballroom Building looking north from the railroad tracks. 
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Photograph 7.  Closeup of proposed Main Building looking southwest from South Jameson Lane. 
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Photograph 8.  Closeup of part of the proposed Main Building looking north from the railroad tracks. 
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Photograph 9.  Proposed Oceanfront Buildings looking northwest from the beach. 
 
 


